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Yes, we have worked toward eradication of
the poverty that takes so high & toll on those
afflicted by it and of those who must carry
its burden.

Yes, we have transformed a cold and heart-
less immigration policy into one that is just,
humane and progressive.

Yes, we have seen to the adequate hospital
and medical care of our fathers and mothers;
we have resolved to defeat illness and disease
which bring loss to our economy, which
bring pain to our families. In the past three
years we have more than doubled our federal
investments in health.

Yes, we have helped create an economy of

wth and justice—an economy of more
jobs, higher salaries and wages, greater in-
vestment and profit . . . an economy able to
sustain our responsibilities both to our own
people and to peace and security in the
world.

We have had five years of action, of growth,
of change, of social progress.

We began. We continued. And we have
done well,
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But we are a people, we are a party never
satisfied . . . restless in our search for the ful-
fillment of America's promise,

Now we must march on. We have the
means—these is no doubt about it. Ours is
the richest and most powerful society ever
created on earth. There is only the question
of our will ., . . of our determination to wage
our peaceful revolution for the many, even
though the few may be satisfied today.

Life In our cities can be more than steam-
ing asphalt and crowded tenements . . .
more than filthy alr and polluted water . . .
more than clogged highways and congested
streets . . . more than bursting schoolrooms
and underpald teachers ... more than vio-
lence and hopelessness and discrimination
and hate and despair . . . more than tem-
porary material satisfaction.

The way lies open to bulld a society in
which the human values, above all, count
uppermost,

The way lies open to cities filled with green
and open space . . . to transportation that is
safe, comfortable, rapid . . . to neighborhoods
once more filled with neighbors . . . to schools
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and universities that truly care about the
future of our children . .. to rural areas,
towns, cities, suburbs where people—because
they are citizens, because they are people—
can live together in harmony and coopera-
tion, no matter what their age, the color of
their skin, their religion, or their last name.

Some 21 years ago a great American Presi-
dent . .. a former Governor of New York ...
a man who was true to his party, his consci-
ence and his country, sat at his desk in
Warm Springs, Georgla to write an address
he was never to deliver. That address was
to have been given at a Jefferson Day dinner
in 1945,

Franklin Roosevelt wrote then, on the un-
finished page, the words that serve as our
challenge today.

“The only limit to our realization of to-
morrow,” Franklin Roosevelt wrote, “will be
our doubts of today. Let us move forward
with strong and active faith.”

Let us then—as Democrats, as men and
women who believe in liberalism and social
progress—move forward, with strong and ac-
tive faith, to the victory that can be ours.

SENATE

TuEespay, OcToBER 11, 1966

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by Hon. DANIEL
K. INoUYE, a Senator from the State of
Hawaii.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, Father of all men, Thou
hast taught us that in quietness and in
confidence shall be our strength. In
the midst of these feverish days we pray
that Thou wilt breathe through the
heats of our desire Thy coolness and
Thy balm.

Take from our souls the strain and
stress and let our ordered lives confess
the beauty of Thy peace.

Strengthen us with Thy might that the
anxious pressures of these days may not
break our spirits and that no denials of
human freedom now loose in the world
may intimidate our souls.

We thank Thee for the stirrings of dis-
content within us with things as they
are—for visions of a glory still to trans-
figure the earth, for the hope of broth-
erhood and justice and abiding peace.

Make real to us the kingdom within
whose radiant realities are its faith, its
ideals, its visions of beauty, and its as-
pirations that lay hold of God and good-
ness.

We ask it in the name of the One who
is the fairest among 10,000 and the One
altogether lovely. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the following

letter:
U.8. SBENATE,
PRESIDENT FPRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., October 11, 1966.

To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, Danrer K, INOUYE, & Senator
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from the State of Hawall, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
CArL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. INOUYE thereupon took the chalr
as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFiELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
October 10, 1966, was dispensed with,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—APPROVAL OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the Unifed States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following acts and joint resolution:

On October 8, 1966:

8.186. An act for the rellef of Georges
Fralse;

5.873. An act for the rellef of Dr, M.
Ubieta;

S5.2205. An act for the relief of Guiseppe
Rubino; and

5.2393. An act to provide for additional
positions in certain departments and agen-
cles, and for other purposes.

On October 10, 1966:

8. 1356. An act to amend the Judicial Code
to permit Indian tribes to maintain civil
actions in Federal district courts without re-
gard to the $10,000 limitation, and for other
purposes;

8.1468. An act for the relief of Dorothy
Eyre;

8. 2070. An act to provide for holding terms
of the U.S, District Court for the Distriet of
South Dakota at Rapid City;

8.2091. An act for the rellef of Joaquin
U. Villegomez;

S.2540. An act to authorize the conclusion
of an agreement for the joint construction
by the United States and Mexico of an Inter-
national flood control project for the Tijuana
River in accordance with the provisions of
the treaty of February 3, 1944, with Mexico,
and for other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 197, Joint resolution to extend the
authority of the Postmaster General to enter
into leases of real property for periods not
exceeding thirty years, and for other pur-
poses,

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED—
WITHDRAWAL OF NOMINATION

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, and
withdrawing the nomination of David K.
Burkhart, to be postmaster at Del Mar,
Calif.; which nominating messages were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (8. 3488) to grant the
consent of Congress for the States of Vir-
ginia and Maryland and the District of
Columbia to amend the Washington
metropolitan area transit regulation
compact to establish an organization em-
powered to provide transit facilities in
the National Capital region, and for other
purposes, and to enact said amendment
for the District of Columbia, with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Acting President pro fem-
pore:

B.3423. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Wolf Trap Farm Park in
Fairfax County, Va., and for other purposes;

H.R.8664. An act to implement the Agree-
ment on the Importation of Educational,
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Scientific, and Cultural Materlals, opened for
signature at Lake Success on November 22,
1950, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 17788. An act making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and
for other purposes.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, from the
Committee on Appropriations, with amend-
ments:

H.R. 17636. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of sald
District for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1967, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
1706).

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:
By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Commit-
tee on Commerce:
Ross D, Davis, of New York, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Commerce.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

Francis J. Galbraith, of South Dakota, a
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
to the Republic of Singapore;

Foy D. Kohler, of Ohio, a Foreign Service
officer of the class of career ambassador, to be
a Deputy Under Secretary of State;

Eugene Victor Rostow, of Connecticut, to
be Under Secretary of State for Political Af-
fairs;

Herbert Salzman, of New York, to be Assist-
ant Administrator for Development Finance
and Private Enterprise, Agency for Interna-
tional Development;

William R. Rivkin, of Illinois, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
to the Republic of Senegal, and to serve con-
currently as Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to The Gambia;

Sol M. Linowitz, of New York, to be the
Representative of the United States of
America on the Council of the Organization
of American States, with the rank of Ambas-
sador;

Ellsworth Bunker, of Vermont, to be Am-
bassador at Large;

Llewellyn E. Thompson, of Colorado, a For-
elgn Service officer of the class of career am-
bassador, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary to the Union of Soviet
Boclalist Republics; and

Maj, Gen. John J. Davis, U.S. Army, of
EKansas, to be an assistant director, U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, with the
rank of lieutenant general.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, I report favorably sundry nomina-
tions in the diplomatic and Foreign
Service. Since these names have previ-
ously appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECoRD, in order to save the expense of
printing them on the Executive Calendar,
I ask unanimous consent that they may
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be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s desk
for the information of any Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations, ordered to lie on the
desk, are as follows:

Maurice L. Hawes, of the District of Co-
lumbia, and sundry other persons, for ap-
pointment and promotion in the diplomatic
and Foreign Service.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr.
BayH, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. CLARK, Mr,
GRUENING, Mr., INoUYE, Mr. Ken-
NEDY of New York, Mr. EENNEDY of
Massachusetts, Mr. EKvucHEL, Mr.
MansSFIELD, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr.
McGee, Mr. McGoveErN, Mr, Mon=-
RONEY, Mr. MUskig, Mr. NeLsowN, Mr.
PASTORE, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. T¥YDINGS,
Mr. YARBOROUGH, and Mr. MONDALE) :

S.3896. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the National Foundation for the
Social Sciences in order to promote research
and scholarship in such sclences; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

(See the remarks of Mr. Harris when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. LONG of Missouri:

5.3887. A bill for the relief of Dr, Christos
A, Antoniou; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY
OF THE SENATE TO MAKE A
CHANGE IN THE ENROLLMENT OF
S. 1310

Mr. PELL submitted a concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 112) authorizing
the Secretary of the Senate to make
a change in the enrollment of S. 1310,
which was considered and agreed to.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
PeLL, which appears under a separate
heading.)

RESOLUTIONS

EXPENDITURES BY SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE ON ORGANIZATION OF
THE CONGRESS

Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. METCALF, Mr. MuNDT, Mr,
Casg, and Mr. Boges) submitted a reso-
lution (S. Res. 311) authorizing expendi-
tures by the Special Committee on the
Organization of the Congress, which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. MONRONEY,
;whic)-.h appears under a separate head-
ng.

PRINTING OF REPORT ENTITLED
“PROFILE OF YOUTH—1966" AS A
SENATE DOCUMENT

Mr. PELL submitted the following res-
olution (S. Res. 312) which, under the
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rule, was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration:
S. Res. 312

Resolved, That a committee print in two
parts entitled *“Profile of Youth—1966”, a
report prepared at the request of Senator
CramBorNE PeLL for the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty of the
Senate Committee on Labor and Publlc Wel-
fare by the Legislative Reference Service, Li-
brary of Congress, be printed as a Senate
document, and that there be printed eight
hundred additional coples of such document
for the use of that committee.

PRINTING AS A SENATE DOCUMENT
OF STUDY ENTITLED “ASPECTS OF
INTELLECTUAL FERMENT IN THE
SOVIET UNION"

Mr, DODD submitted the following
resolufion (S. Res. 313) which, under
the rule, was referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration:

S. Res. 313

Resolved, That the study entitled “Aspects
of Intellectual Ferment in the Soviet Union”,
prepared by the Legislative Reference Service
of the Library of Congress, shall be printed as
a Senate document.

Sec. 2. There shall be printed fifteen thou-
sand additional copies of such Senate docu-
ment, of which eight thousand copies shall
be for the use of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the Senate and seven thousand copies
shall be for the use of the Senate.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. CawnoN, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Agricultural Production, Marketing,
and Stabilization of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry was authorized
gd meet during the session of the Senate

ay.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-

TINE MORNING BUSINESS

On request of Mr. MansrieLp, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

EXPENDITURES BY SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE ON ORGANIZATION OF
CONGRESS

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I am
submitting a resolution today on behalf
of myself and Senators SparkmAN, MET-
CALF, MunpT, Case, and BoGGs, members
of the Special Committee on the Organi-
zation of the Congress. The resolution
authorizes the committee to receive, con-
sider, and report an omnibus reorganiza-
tion bill based on the recommendations
of the Joint Committee on the Organiza-
tion of the Congress no later than March
31, 1967.

The resolution also provides for funds
in & maximum amount of $15,000 for the
month of January 1967.

This resolution is necessary because it
has not been possible to schedule the leg-
islative reorganization bill of 1966
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(8. 3848), for floor action before adjourn-
ment. This bill had been reported by the
special committee pursuant to Senate
Resolution 293, giving the committee leg-
islative authority for purpose of the om-
nibus reorganization bill. We had hoped
that the bill could be acted on during
this session so that the work of the spe-
cial committee would have been com-
pleted. However, the busy schedule and
the desire voiced by a number of Senators
for careful consideration of this impor-
tant legislation has forced a postpone-
ment until next January.

This resolution reinforces Senate Res-
olution 293, to make clear the bill may be
reintroduced and reported by the special
committee at the beginning of the 90th
Congress. Since the life of the joint
committee expires on December 31, 1966,
the resolution provides for necessary
funds for the month of January 1967
Next January the special committee will
request such additional funds as may
be required to complete our work early
next year. These requests are made in
accordance with the instructions of the
Rules and Administration Committee
when that committee considered the res-
olution creating the special committee.

The majority leader has already stated
that consideration of the reorganization
bill will be one of the first orders of busi-
ness next January. The special commit-
tee looks forward to presenting this legis-
lation for the consideration of every
Member of this body at that time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, under
the rule, the resolution will be printed in
the RECORD.

The resolution (S. Res. 311) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Adminstration, as follows:

S. Res. 311

Resolved, That the Special Committee on
the Organization of the Congress, in carry-
ing out the duties imposed upon it by 8. Res.
203, Eighty-ninth Congress, agreed to August
26, 1966, is authorized to sit and act during
the sessions, recesses, and adjourned periods
of the Eighty-ninth Congress and during
the Ninetieth Congress until such committee
ghall cease to exist on March 31, 1967, for
the purpose of receiving and considering a
bill, when introduced and germane amend-
ments relating thereto, having for its pur-
pose the carrying out of the recommenda-
tions contained In the report of the Joint
Committee on the Organization of the Con-
gress, Report No. 1414, July 28, 1866. Such
bill, when introduced, and amendments shall
be referred to the committee for its consider-
ation and such committee is hereby au-
thorized to report to the Senate with respect
to any such matter referred to it, together
with such recommendations as it may deem
advisable. Nothing in this resolution shall
be construed to authorize the committee
to report any bill or amendment contalning
any provision which has the effect of chang-
ing the rules, parliamentary procedure, prac-
tices, or precedents of either House, or which
has the effect of changing in any manner
the consideration of any matter on the floor
of elther House, unless such provision s to
carry out a recommendation contained in
such report of July 28, 1966. Any vacancy
oceuring in the membership of the commit-
tee shall be fllled by appointment by the
President of the Senate.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee, through January 31, 1967, is
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authorized (1) to make such expenditures as
it deems advisable; (2) to employ, upon a
temporary basis, technical, clerical, and other
assistants and consultants; and (3) with the
prior consent of the heads of the departments
or agencies concerned, and the Committee
on Rules and Administration, to utilize the
reilmbursable services, information, facilities,
and personnel of any of the departments or
agencies of the Government.

Sec. 8. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution which shall not exceed $15,-
000, through January 31, 1967, shall be paid
from the contingent fund of the Senate upon
vouchers approved by the chalrman of the
committee.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that at its next print-
ing the name of Senator RoBerT KEN-
nepY, of New York, be added as a co-
sponsor to 8. 3773, the youth camp safety
bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at its
next printing the name of the senior
Senator from California, the distin-
guished minority leader, Mr. KucHEL, be
added as a cosponsor to S. 3723, a bill
to amend title V of the Social Security
Act relating to children under foster
care.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the names
of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
NEeLson] and the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. WiLLiams] be added, at the next
printing, as cosponsors of S. 3888, a bill
to establish an Executive Organization
Review Commission to investigate the
organization of the executive branch of
the Federal Government every 10 years.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
at the next printing of S. 28717, the older
Americans community service program,
the names of the Senator from New
York [Mr, Javirs]l, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL], and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. NELsoN] be
added as cosponsors.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, October 11, 1966, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 3423) to pro-
vide for the establishment of the Wolf
Trap Farm Park in Fairfax County, Va.,
and for other purposes.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanmious consent that the Senate

October 11, 1966

proceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 1671, 1672, and 1673, in sequence.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore.  Without objection, it is so ordered.

LONG-TERM LEASES ON THE SAN
XAVIER AND SALT RIVER PIMA-
MARICOPA INDIAN RESERVATIONS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 7648) to authorize long-term
leases on the San Xavier and Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Reservations, and
for other purposes which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, with amendments,
on page 5, after line 9, to strike out:

Sec. 9. Any municipality an exterior
boundary of which adjoins an exterior bound-
ary of the San Xavier or the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Reservation may, with the consent
of the Papago Council or the Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Indian Community Council, as the
case may be, and the approval of the Secre-
tary of the Interior, annex all or any adjacent
portion of the San Xavier Reservation or the
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Reservation and,
if it does 80, all or any part as may be au-
thorized by the said council and Secretary
of the laws, ordinances, codes, resolutions,
rules, or other regulations of such munieci-
pality (including zoning laws and building
codes) shall, except as provided in section
12, subsections (b) and (c¢), of thls Act, be
of the same force and effect within the area
80 annexed as they are within the remainder
of the muniecipality. It is the expectation of
the Congress that the councils will, and it
is the intention of the Congress that the
Secretary of the Interior shall, at the earliest
possible time agree to the fullest possible and
practicable application of such laws, ordi-
nances, codes, resolutions, and other regula-
tions to the end that the annexed portions
of the reservation may become an integral
part of the annexing municipality. Section
3, subsection (a), of this Act shall be in-
applicable to any part of the San Xavler or
the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Reservation
which is fully and completely annexed to a
munieipality pursuant to this section.

On page 6, after line 11, to strike out:

Sec. 10. (a) The State of Arizona may ex-
ercise, permanently or for a limited period
of time, as authorized by the Secretary of
the Interior and the Papago Council or the
Salt River Pima Maricopa Community Coun-
cil, as the case may be, full or partial juris-
diction, as agreed upon between said State,
counecll, and Secretary, over offenses com-
mitted on, and causes of action arising on or
concerning persons within, the whole or such
portion or portions of the San Xavier and
Salt River Pima Maricopa Reservations as
are likewise agreed upon to the same extent
as sald State exercises jurisdictlon over like
offenses and causes of action elsewhere in
sald State, and there shall be applicable to
offenses and causes of action with respect to
which jurisdiction is so exercised by the State
of Arizona within or affecting residents of
sald reservations the same laws of general
applicability which are in force elsewhere in
sald State: Provided, That any fribal ordi-
nance heretofore or hereafter adopted by the
Papago Tribe or the Salt River Pima Marl~
copa Community in the exercise of any au-
thority which it may possess and any tribal
custom prevalent among residents of the
reservations aforesald shall, if not Incon-
sistent with the applicable civil law of the
State or any law of the United States, be
given full force and effect in the determina-
tion of causes of action pursuant to this sec-
tion.

{b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
the enabling Act for the admission of the
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Btate of Arizona to the Union (Act of June
20, 1910, 36 State, 557, 568), the consent of
the United States is hereby given to the
people of the State of Arizona to amend, if
necessary, their State constitution or exist-
ing statutes, as the case may be, to remove
any legal impediment to the assumption of
civil and eriminal jurisdiction over the San
Xavier and Salt River Pima Maricopa Indian
Reservations in accordance with this Act.

On page 7, at the beginning of line 20,
to change the section number from “11”
to “9”; on page 8, at the beginning of
line 4, to change the section number
from “12” to “10”; after line 4, to strike
out:

(a) Umit the authority of the Papago
Tribe or the Salt River Pima Maricopa Com-
munity, or the individual members thereof.
with the approval of the Secretary of the
Interior, to provide in lease agreements for
the extension of some or all of the State and
county ordinances, housing codes and
health and sanitation laws to areas leased
pursuant to this Act;

At the beginning of line 12, to strike
out “(b)” and insert “(a)"; on page 9,
at the beginning of line 3, to strike out
“(e)” and insert “(b)”; at the beginning
of line 7, to strike out “(d)” and insert
“(c)”; at the beginning of line 10, to
strike out “(¢)” and insert “(d)”; and,
at the beginning of line 13, to change the
section number from “13"” to “11”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 1703), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,

as follows:
PURPOSE

The primary purpose of HR. 7648, as
amended, is to provide long-term leasing au-
thority for tribal and individual lands of the
San Xavier and Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Indlan Reservations in Arizona for public, re-
liglous, educational, recreational, residential,
business, farming, or grazing purposes.

NEED

The San Xavier and Salt River Pima-Mari-
copa Reservations are adjacent to the cities
of Tucson and Phoenix, respectively, two of
the most rapidly expanding cities in the
Southwest. In both instances the close prox-
imity of city and reservation has created op-~
portunities for profitable use of the Indian
land if it can be leased for sufficiently long
terms.

The maximum permissible term for which
Indian land may be leased under existing
general law 1s 25 years with a right of re-
newal for another 256 years. The Palm
Springs, Navajo, Dania, Southern Ute, Colo-
rado River, Fort Mojave, and Pyramid Lake
Reservations have been granted longer lease
terms because the 25-year authority is not
sufficiently long to permit development loans
in some instances and a clear 50-year mini-
mum period plus an allowance of tlme for
negotiations and construction is frequently
required. In all of the instances just cited,
legislative authority to lease for up to 99
years has been granted. H.R. 7648 does the
same for the two reservations to which it
applies, with, however, a limit of 40 years in
the case of farming leases that require a sub-
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stantlal investment in the improvement of
the land and 10 years in the case of grazing
and other farming leases. The Secretary of
the Interior will approve 99-year leases only
5 such extended period is absolutely essen-
al.
SECTION-BY SECTION ANALYSIS

Sectlon 1 deals with the leasing of Indian
trust and restricted lands both tribal and
individual, on the San Xavier and Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Reservations for all purposes
except mining. The maximum term of any
lease under this act will be 99 years. Graz-
ing leases and leases for farming which re-
quire no substantial investment in improve-
ment of the land will not exceed 10 years.
Leases for farming which require a substan-
tial investment in improvement of the land
may run as much as 40 years. The Secretary
of the Interior is enjoined not to approve
any lease “with a term that is longer than
is necessary * * * to obtain maximum eco-
nomic benefits for the Indian owners.”

Section 2 requires that every lease entered
into under the first section contain covenants
against waste, nuisance, and the creation of
hazards. It also provides for suits by the
State of Arlzona and its political subdivisions
against lessees to prevent or abate violations
of such covenants. Such a suit must first be
brought in the U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Arizona; if, however, that court finds
that it lacks jurisdiction because the consti-
tutional requirement that there be diversity
of citizenship or that the case arlse under
the laws of the United States 1s not met, it
may be brought in a court of the State.

Section 8, subsection (a), requires that the
Secretary of the Interior advise municipali-
ties adjacent to the San Xavier or Pima-
Maricopa Reservations of the pendency of a
lease for other than farming or grazing pur-
poses 30 days before he approves it if, in his
judgment, the lease will substantially affect
their governmental interests. He is further
required to consider any comments on the
lease, Insofar as its terms or absence of terms
affect matters of municipal interest, that they
may offer. These requirements are applicable
only to leases under H.R. 7648, not to leases
under other laws, The intent of Congress
that the terms on which non-Indian devel-
opment of land on these two reservations is
undertaken shall, to the extent to which this
is reasonably possible, be similar to those
which State and local law imposes on the
same sort of development in adjacent munici-
palities is stated in subsection (b).

Section 4, by reference to the act of Sep-
tember 8, 1940 (54 Stat. 745, 25 U.S.C. 380),
authorizes the superintendents of the two
reservations to lease the lands of deceased
Indians, except for oil and gas, if the heirs
and devisees have not been determined or if,
the heirs and devisees having been deter-
mined, the lands are not in use by them and
they cannot agree within 3 months on the
terms of a lease. The decision of the superin-
tendent in any such case will, under the pro-
visions of this section, be subject to appeal
to the Secretary. 4

Section 5 prohibits the payment and collec-
tion of rent more than 1 year of advance
unless otherwise provided in the lease.

Section 6 provides that the Secretary of the
Interior shall approve no lease containing a
provision “that will prevent or delay a termi-
nation of Federal trust responsibilities” dur-
ing the lease term.

Section 7 authorizes the Indian owners of
land on the San Xavier and Salt River Pima-
Maricopa Reservations to dedicate land for
various public purposes with the approval
of the Secretary. The conditions under
which this may be done will be similar to
those under which dedications may be made
elsewhere under the laws of Arizona. Con-
sideration was given in committee to expand
this section to cover the granting of rights-
of-way for utilities, but this was found to be
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unnecessary in view of section 1 of the act of
February 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 17, 256 U.S.C. 323).

Section 8 authorizes the Papago Tribal
Council and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Community Council to contract with the
State and its political subdivisions for water,
sewerage, police, and other public services.
In doing so, the council concerned must have
the approval of the Secretary of the Interior.

Section 9 of the bill as reported authorizes
the Papago and Pima-Maricopa councils,
with the approval of the Secretary of the In-
terior and in the absence of State jurisdietion
over the lands in question, to adopt building,
zoning, and sanitary regulations. The coun-
clils are also authorized to contract with local
authorities for assistance in preparing such
regulations.

Section 10 makes clear that the preceding
sectlons of the bill do not (a) authorize the
alienation, encumbrance, or taxation of trust
or restricted lands; (b) extend State jurisdic-
tion to determine the ownership of trust or
restricted property; (c) modify the existing
authority of publie school districts to include
the reservations within their boundares; or
(d) make inapplicable to the San Xavier and
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Reservations other
laws under which Indian lands may be leased
and mortgaged.

Section 11 forbids the Secretary of the In-
terior to approve developments under other
provisions of the bill which would affect ad-
versely the scenie, historie, and religious val-
ues of the Mission Xavier del Bac on the San
Xavier Reservation.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The committee has amended the bill by
deleting sections 8, 10, and 12(a) as passed
by the House.

Those sections related to the annexation of
all or parts of the two reservations by adja-
cent municipalities, and the permanent or
temporary extension of State jurisdiction
over offenses committed on the reservations
or causes of action arising on them where
such was agreed to by the respective tribal
council and the Secretary of the Interior.

For the reasons cited in the communication
relating to H.R. 7648 from the Department of
Justice, the committee believes the State of
Arizona should take affirmative action under
the authority of section 7 of the act of Au-
gust 15, 1953 (67 Stat. 590), relating to the
assumption by the States of jurisdiction over
criminal offenses and eivil causes of action in
Indian country.

Further, it is the committee’s recommenda-
tlon that the Secretary of the Interlor not
approve leases on these reservations for terms
beyond those presently authorized by law
until the State of Arizona acts to assume
jurisdiction under the authority of the 1953
act.

POPULAR ELECTION OF THE
GOVERNOR OF GUAM

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (EL.R. 11775) to provide for the popu-
lar election of the Governor of Guam,
and for other purposes which had been
reported from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, with amendments,
on page 2, line 9, after “November”, to
strike out “8, 1966 and insert “3, 1970”;
in line 10, after the word “year”, to strike
out “1968” and insert “1974"”; at the be-
ginning of line 12, to strike out “two” and
insert “four”; in line 13, after the word
“of”, to strike out “two” and insert
“four”; at the beginning of line 15, to
insert “No person who has been elected
Governor for two full successive terms
shall be again eligible to hold that office
until one full term has intervened.”; in
line 19, after the word ‘“‘the”, where it
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appears the first time, to strike out “fifth
day” and insert “first Monday"”; on page
4, line 2, after the word “island”, to strike
out “or any part thereof” and insert “in-
sofar as it is under the jurisdiction of the
government of Guam, to be”; after line
24, to strike out:

Sec. 7. The Governor, Lieutenant Gov-
ernor, and Acting Governor of Guam shall be
removable from office on impeachment for,
and conviction of, high crimes and misde-
meanors, Inpeachment shall be by resolu-
tion adopted at an open session of the legis-
lature held not less than fifteen days after
introduction of the resolution. The vote on
any such resolution shall be by the yeas and
nays and the affirmative votes of at least
three-quarters of the full membership of the
legislature shall be requisite for its adoption.
Notice of impeachment, which shall include
the articles of impeachment, shall be filed by
the speaker of the legislature with the clerk
of the District Court of Guam who shall
forthwith cause a true copy thereof to be
served upon the person impeached. The
Judge of the district court shall notify the
chief judge of the United States Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit who shall as-
sign three judges of said circuit to try the im-
peachment at such time and at such place in
Guam as may be specified by sald chief judge.
Judgment by such court shall be final and
not reviewable in any other court and in
case of conviction shall extend no further
than removal from office and disqualification
to hold and enjoy any office of honor, profit,
or trust under the government of Guam, but
the party impeached, whether convicted or
acquitted, shall be liable to prosecution and
punishment according to law. No officer
8hall exercise his official duties from the time
he has been impeached and notified thereof
until he has been acquitted.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

Bec. 7. Any Governor or Acting Governor
of Guam may be removed from office by the
people registered to vote in Guam if: (a) 75
per centum of the persons registered to vote
shall vote in favor of recall at a referendum
election, and (b) the removal of the Governor
or Acting Governor is approved by the Presi-
dent of the United States. The referendum
may be initiated by the Legislature of Guam,
following a two-thirds vote of the members
of the legislature In favor of a referendum,
or by a petition to the legislature of 25 per

centum of the people registered to vote in
Guam,

On page 7, line 10, after the word “by”,
to strike out “impeachment” and insert
“recall”; on page 8, after line 10, to in-
sert a new section, as follows:

Sec. b. Effective on the date of enactment
of this Act, section 9 of the Organic Act of
Guam (64 Stat. 384, 387; 48 U.S.C. 1422(e))
is amended by adding immediately after the
;:g of section 9 the following new section

“Sec. 9-A. (a) The Secretary of the In-
terior shall appoint a government comptroller
who shall receive an annual salary at a rate
established in accordance with the standards
provided by the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended. The government comptroller shall
hold office for a term of ten years and until
his successor is appointed and qualified un-
less sooner removed by the Secretary of the
Interior for cause. The government comp-
troller shall not be eligible for reappointment.

“(b) The government comptroller shall
audit and settle all accounts and claims per-
taining to the revenues and receipts from
whatever source of the government of Guam
and of funds derived from bond issues; and
he shall audit and settle, in accordance with
law and administrative regulations, all ex-
penditures of funds and property pertaining
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to the government of Guam including those
pertaining to trust funds held by the govern-
ment of Guam.

*(c) It shall be the duty of the govern-
ment comptroller to bring to the attention
of the Secretary of the Interior and the Gov-
ernor of Guam all failures to collect amounts
due the government, and expenditures of
funds or uses of property which are irregular,
unnecessary or not pursuant to law. The
audit activities of the government comp-
troller shall be directed so as to: (1) improve
the efficiency and economy of programs of
the government of Guam, and (2) discharge
the responsibility incumbent upon the Con-
gress to insure that the substantial Federal
revenues which are covered into the treasury
of the government of Guam are properly
accounted for and audited.

“(d) It shall be the duty of the govern-
ment comptroller to certify to the Secretary
of the Interior the net amount of govern-
ment revenues which form the basis for Fed-
eral grants for the civil government of Guam.

“(e) The decisions of the government
comptroller shall be final except that appeal
therefrom may, with the concurrence of the
Governor, be taken by the party aggrieved or
the head of the department concerned, with-
in one year from the date of the decision, to
the Secretary of the Interior, which appeal
shall be in writing and shall specifically set
forth the particular action of the government
comptroller to which exception is taken,
with the reasons and the authorities relied
upon for reversing such decision.

“(f) If the Governor does not concur in
the taking of an appeal to the Secretary, the
party aggrieved may seek relief by suit in
the District Court of Guam if the claim is
otherwise within its jurisdiction. No later
than thirty days following the date of the
decislon of the Secretary of the Interior, the
party aggrieved or the Governor, on behalf
of the head of the department concerned,
may seek relief by sult in the District Court
of Guam, if the claim is otherwise within
its jurisdiction.

“(g) The government comptroller is au-
thorized to communicate directly with any
person having claims before him for settle-
ment, or with any department officer or per-
son having official relation with his office.
He may summon witnesses and administer
oaths.

“(h) As soon after the close of each fiscal
year as the accounts of said fiscal year may
be examined and adjusted, the government
comptroller shall submit to the Governor of
Guam, the President of the Senate, and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives an
annual report of the fiscal condition of the
government, showing the receipts and dis-
bursements of the various departments and
agencies of the government.

“(i) The government comptroller shall
make such other reports as may be required
by the Governor of Guam, the Comptroller
General of the United States, or the Secre-
tary of the Interior.

“(j) The office of the government comp-
troller shall be under the general supervi-
sion of the Secretary of the Interior, but shall
not be a part of any executive department in
the government of Guam.

“(k) The office and activities of the gov-
ernment comptroller of Guam shall be sub-
ject to review by the Comptroller General of
the United States, and reports thereon shall
be made by him to the Governor, the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and to the Congress.

“{1) The salary of the government comp-
troller and the expenses of his office shall be
paid by the United States from funds to be
covered into the treasury of Guam pursuant
to section 30 of the Organic Act of Guam,
but such salary and expenses shall not ex-
ceed such amounts as may be specified annu-
ally in Federal appropriation Acts.

“(m) All departments, agencles, and es-
tablishments shall furnish to the govern-
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‘ment comptroller such information regard-

ing the powers, duties, activities, organiza-
tion, financial transactions, and methods of
business of thelr respective offices as he may
from time to time require of them; and the
government comptroller, or any of his assist-
ants or employees, when duly authorized by
him, shall, for the purpose of securing such
information, have access to and the right to
examine any books, documents, papers, or
records of any such department, agency, or
establishment.”

On page 12, at the beginning of line 8,
to change the section number from “5"” to
“g”; after line 13, to strike out:

Sec. 6. Section 26 of the Organic Act of
Guam (64 Stat. 384, 391; 48 U.8.C. 1421d),
as amended, is amended to read as follows:

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

Sec. 7. (a) Effective on the date of en-
actment of this Act, subsection (c) of sec-
tion 26 of the Organic Act of Guam (64 Stat.
384, 391; 48 U.S.C. 1421d(c)) is repealed.

(b) Effective January 4, 1971, section 26 of
the Organic Act of Guam (64 Stat. 384, 391;
48 U.S.C. 1421d), as amended, is amended to
read as follows:

On page 13, at the beginning of line
4, to change the section number from
“7" to “8”; in line 11, after the word
“unincorporated”, to strike out “Terri-
tory” and insert “territory”; at the
beginning of line 13, to change the sec-
tion number from “8” to “9”; in line 18,
after the word ‘“unincorporated”, to
strike out “Territory” and insert ‘‘ter-
ritory”; after line 18, to strike out:

Sec. 9. Except as to provisions applicable
to the election of the Governor and Lieu-
tenant Governor, which provisions shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act, and unless otherwise expressly provided

herein, this Act shall be effective January
b, 1967.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

BSec. 10. Those provisions necessary to au-
thorize the holding of an election for Gov-
ernor and Lieutenant Governor on Novem-
ber 3, 1970, shall be effective on January
1, 1970. All other provisions of this Act,
unless otherwise expressly provided herein,
shall be effective Jannary 4, 1971,

And, on page 14, at the beginning of
line 5, to change the section number
from “10” to *“11".

The amendments were agreed fo.

The amendments were ordered fto be
e&grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 1704), explaining the pur-
poses of the hill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REc-
orp, as follows:

PURPOSE

The primary purpose of H.R. 11775, in-
troduced by Representative O'BrieN, follow-
ing receipt of an executive communication
from the Secretary of the Interior requesting
that this be done, is to provide for the popu=-
lar election of Governor and Lieutenant Gov=
ernor for the territory of Guam. Other pur-
poses which H.R. 11775 as passed by the
House of Representatives and as amended by
the Senate Committee on Interior and In-
gular Affairs, would accomplish are: (1)
Create the office of Lieutenant Governor;
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(2) provide that the salaries and expenses
of the office of the executive and legislative
branches be paid by the Government of
Guam; (3) specify the powers, duties and
responsibilities of the Governor; (4) provide
a method of reeall for removal of the Gov-
ernor; (6) set out the line of succession in
the event the Governor is disabled; (6) create
the office of Government Comptroller and
specify the powers, duties, responsibilities,
and procedures of that office; (7) provide
that the expenses and salaries of the office of
the Government Comptroller shall be pald
by the United States from funds to be cov-
ered into the treasury of Guam pursuant to
section 30 of the Organic Act of Guam, thus
resulting in a substantial savings to the Fed-
eral Government; (9) extend the privileges
and immunities clauses, the due process
clause, and the equal protection clause of the
U.S. Constitution to the people of Guam;
(10) make Guam subject to the general
military law of the United States; and (11)
make certain technical changes in the or-
ganic act.
BACKGROUND AND NEED

H.R. 11775, as amended, represents a sig-
nificant forward step in the development
of full local self-government in Guam and
toward the fulfillment of the political aspira-
tions of its people.

Following World War II and the transfer
of administrative responsibility of the unin-
corporated territory of Guam from the Secre-
tary of the Navy to the Secretary of the In-
terlor the island has made remarkable eco-
nomic, political, and social progress. The
organic act of 1950 (64 Stat. 384, 48 U.S.C.
ch, 8A) was the first important step toward
the granting of local-self-government taken
by the Congress. It gave American citizen-
ship to the Guamanians, created a 21-mem-~
ber unicameral legislature, provided for ap-
pointment of the Governor by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
directed that locally collected Federal income
taxes be covered Into the territorial treasury,
and turned over to the government of Guam
title to much real property located there
which the United States owned.

the consideration of the organic
act, members of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs advised the Guamanians
that additional measures of self-government
would be extended to them commensurate
with thelr proven capacities and indications
of mature judgment. In line with this, the
Congress has enacted several ifems of signif-
icant legislatlon since 1950, each encourag-
ing local responsibility: Public Law 84-876
made it possible for the government of Guam
to collect taxes on post exchange gasoline
sales; Public Law 86-316 permits clvil suits
to be filed against the government of Guam;
Public Law 88-183 gave the government of
Guam concurrent jurisdiction with the
United States over “parties found, acts per-
formed, and offenses committed” on Federal
property in Guam and transferred to the
territorlal government certain submerged
areas bordering on the island; Public Law
B8-170, in authorizing the appropriation of
funds to assist Guam in recovering from
heavy typhoon damage, provided for the con-
currence of the legislature In requests for
appropriations made by the Governor; Public
Law 88-171 authorized the creation of an
urban renewal authority on Guam; and
Public Law 89-100 provides that the legisla-
ture may determine the salaries of its own
members and that these shall be pald by the
local rather than the Federal Government.

The present bill is thus the latest in a
long series of measures designed to grant
the Guamanian people an ever-increasing
share in the government of their island, A
number of factors make it clear that the
time is ripe for this additional step. The
people of Guam have now had 16 years ex-
perience in electing their own legislature
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and have demonstrated their capacity for
doing so in a responsible manner. The
strong two-party political system that exists
in Guam is evidence of their political ma-
turity. Except in such emergency cases as
the one caused by Typhoon Karen in No-
vember 1962, a large portion of the expenses
of the government of Guam are borne locally
and the expenditure of Guam’s tax revenues
are fully under local control. Since 1950,
moreover, the governorship has become an
office of almost exclusively territorial impor-
tance. The Governor no longer performs
exclusive Federal functions, as he used to,
but he does play an important role in loecal
government since he performs all the usual
functions of a Governor of one of our States,
including those of recommending legislation
and vetoing bills which, in his judgment,
are lmproperly or unwisely passed by the
legislature. It is the view of the Senate
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
therefore, that his office should become one
whose incumbent is in all respects respon-
sible to the electorate of Guam.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 of the amended bill amends sec-
tion 6 of the Organic Act of Guam to pro-
vide for the popular election of the Governor
and Lieutenant Governor jointly for a 4-year
term. The first election is to be held on
November 3, 1970. Section 1 also specifies
the powers, duties, and responsibilities of the
Governor and provides that no person who
has been elected Governor for two full sue-
cessive terms shall be again eligible to hold
that office until one full term has intervened.

Bection 2 deletes section 7 of the organic
act and provides a method of recall for re-
moval of the Governor. The referendum re-
quires the approval of 756 percent of the per-
sons registered to vote, plus the approval of
the President of the United States. The ap-
proval of the President was felt necessary by
the members of the committee in light of
the Governor's responsibility for the execu-
tion of all applicable Federal laws in Guam
and in light of the substantial responsibility
and interest of the Federal Government in
the affairs of the territory.

Section 3 amends section 8 of the organic
act and sets out the line of succession in the
event of a vacancy, temporary or permanent,
in the office of Governor or Lieutenant Gov-
ernor,

Section 4 deletes from section 9 of the
organic act certain provisions which are, in
part, duplicative of other portions of the bill
and, in part, obsolete or inconsistent with full
local self-government.

Section 5§ creates the office of Government
Comptroller and specifies the duties and re-
sponsibilities of the office. The salary and
expenses of the office of the Government
Comptroller will be paid by the United States
from funds which are covered into the treas-
ury of Guam pursuant to section 30 of the
Organic Act of Guam. As a result, there
will be no new or additional cost to the Fed-
eral Government.

Section 6 deletes certain provisions of sec-
tion 19 of the organic act relating to guber-
natorial and Presidentlal review of acts of the
territorial legislature and substitutes for
them a simple provision that if a measure is
repassed over a gubernatorial veto by two-
thirds of the full membership of the legisla-
ture, it shall be a law.

Section T(a) repeals subsection (c¢) of sec-
tion 26 of the Organic Act of Guam effective
on the date of enactment of this act. This
sectlon had provided for payment, by the
United States, of the transportation expenses
of officers and employees of the government
of Guam. Section T(b) deletes the present
provisions of section 26 of the organic act
fixing and providing for payment by the
United States of the salary of the Governor
and Secretary of Guam and relating to other
matters. It substitutes a provision authoriz-
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ing these salaries to be fixed by act of the
Guam Legislature and also provides that
these, as well as all other executive and legis-
lative department expenses shall be paid
from local sources.

Section 8 In effect extends to Guam the
provisions of article IV, section 2, clause 1
and of amendment XIV, section 1, of the U.B.
Constitution. These are the privileges and
immunities clauses of article IV and amend-
ment XIV and the due process and equal
protection clauses of the 14th amendment.

Section 9 extends to Guam the portions of
the general military laws authorizing the
President to use Federal and local forces in
cases of insurrection and other llke emer-
gency.

Section 10 provides the effective dates for
the various portions of the act,

Section 11 furnishes a short title for the
ic;. ’namely, the “Guam Elective Governor

POPULAR ELECTION OF THE GOV-
ERNOR OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 11777) to provide for the popu-
lar election of the Governor of the Vir-
gin Islands, and for other purposes
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with amendments, on page 1, at the be-
ginning of line 3, to insert “That effec-
tive January 9, 1967, section 9, subsection
(a) of the Revised Organic Act of the
Virgin Islands (68 Stat. 497, 501; 48
U.S.C. 1575(a)) is amended by deleting
the first sentence and by substituting
therefor the following: ‘The quorum of
the legislature shall consist of eight of
its members.",”; at the beginning of line
8, to strike out “That section” and insert
“Sec 2. Section 9,”; on page 2, line 1,
after the numerals “1575”, to insert
“(d)”; at the beginning of line 6, to
change the section number from “2” to
“3”; in line 23, after “November”, to
strike out “8, 1966” and insert “3, 1970”;
in line 24 after the word “year”, to strike
out “1968” and insert “1974”; on page 3,
line 1, after the word “every”, to strike
out “two” and insert “four”; in line 2,
after the word “of”, to strike out “two”
and insert “four”; at the beginning of
line 4, to insert “No person who has been
elected Governor for two full successive
terms shall be again eligible to hold that
office until one full term has inter-
vened.”; in line 7, after the word “the”,
to strike out “fifth day” and insert “first
Monday”; on page 4, line 22, after the
word “islands', to strike out “or any
parts thereof,” and insert “insofar as
they are under the jurisdiction of the
government of the Virgin Islands, to be”;
on page 5, after line 21, to strike out:

Sec. 12. The Governor, Lieutenant Gover-
nor, and Acting Governor of the Virgin Is-
lands shall be removable from office on im-
peachment for, and conviction of, high crimes
and misdemeanors. Impeachment shall be
by resolution adopted at an open session of
the legislature held not less than fifteen days
after introduction of the resolution, The
vote on any such resolution shall be by the
yeas and nays and the affirmative votes of
three-fourths of all the members of the leg-

islature shall be requisite for its adoption.
Notice of impeachment, which shall include
the articles of impeachment, shall be filed
by the duly elected presiding officer of the
legislature with the clerk of the District
Court of the Virgin Islands who shall forth-
with cause a true copy thereof to be served
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upon the person impeached. The judge of
the district court shall notify the chief judge
of the United States Court of Appeals for the
Third Circult who shall assign three judges
of sald circuit to try the impeachment at
such time and at such place in the Virgin Is-
lands as may be specified by sald chief judge.
Judgment by such court shall be final and
not reviewable in any other court and, in
case of conviction shall extend no further
than removal from office and disqualification
to hold and enjoy any office of honor, profit,
or trust under the government of the Virgin
Islands, but the party impeached, whether
convicted or acquitted, shall be liable to pros-
ecution and punishment according to law.
No officer shall exercise his officlal duties
from the time he has been impeached and
notified thereof until he has been acquitted.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

SEc. 12, Any Governor or Acting Governor
of the Virgin Islands may be removed from
office by the people registered to vote in the
Virgin Islands if: (a) 76 per centum of the
persons registered to vote shall vote in favor
of recall at a referendum election, and (b)
the removal of the Governor or Acting Gov-
ernor is approved by the President of the
United States. The referendum may be ini-
tiated by the Leglslature of the Virgin Is-
lands, following a two-thirds vote of the
members of the legislature in favor of a
referendum, or by a petition to the legisla-
ture of 25 per centum of the people registered
to vote in the Virgin Islands.

On page 7, at the beginning of line 12,
to change the section number from “4” to
“5”:; at the beginning of line 15, to
change the section number from “5” to
“g”: on page 8, line 11, after the word
“by”, to strike out “impeachment” and
insert “recall”; on page 9, at the begin-
ning of line 10, to change the section
number from “6” fto “7”; affer line 13,
to insert a new section, as follows:

SEc. 8. (a) Effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, sectlon 17, subsectlon (¢),
of the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Is-
lands (68 Stat. 497, 504; 48 U.8.C. 1599 (c¢))
is amended to read as follows: “(¢) It shall
be the duty of the government comptroller
to bring to the attention of the Secretary of
the Interlor and the Governor of the Virgin
Islands, all failures to collect amounts due
the government, and expenditures of funds
or uses of property which are irregular, un-
necessary or not pursuant to law. The audit
activities of the government comptroller
shall be directed so as to: (1) improve the
efficlency and economy of programs of the
government of the Virgin Islands and (2)
discharge the responsibility incumbent upon
the Congress to insure that the substantial
federal revenues which are covered into the
treasury of the government of the Virgin
gﬁdﬁ are properly accounted for and au-

(b) Effective on the date of enactment of
this Act section 17, subsection (1), of the Re-
vised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands (68
Stat. 497, 505; 48 U.8.C. 1599(f) ), as amended,
is amended to read as follows: “(f) If the
Governor does not concur in the taking of
an appeal to the Secretary, the party ag-
grieved may seek relief by suit in the District
Court of the Virgin Islands if the claim is
otherwlse within its jurisdiction. No later
than thirty days following the date of the
decision of the Secretary of the Interior, the
party aggrileved or the Governor, on behalf
of the head of the department concerned,
may seek rellef by sult in the District Court
of the Virgin Islands if the claim is other-
wise within its jurlsdiction.”

(c) Effective on the date of enactment of
this Act section 17, subsection (h), of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands (68
Stat. 407, 505; 48 U.S.C. 1599(h) ) is amended
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to read as follows: “(h) As soon after the
close of each fiscal year as the accounts of
sald filscal year may be examined and ad-
Jjusted, the government comptroller shall sub-
mit to the Governor of the Virgin Islands,
the President of the Senate, and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives an annual
report of the fiscal condition of the govern-
ment, showing the receipts and disburse-
ments of the various departments and agen-
cies of the government.”

(d) Effective July 1, 1987, a new subsection
(k) is added to section 17 of the Revised Or-
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands (68 Stat. 497,
505; 48 U.8.C. 1599) to read as follows: ‘‘(k)
The salary of the government comptroller
and the expenses of his office shall be paid by
the United States from funds derived by
transfer from the internal revenue collec-
tions appropriated for the Virgin Islands,
but such salary and expenses shall not exceed
such amounts as may be specified annually
in Federal appropriation acts.”

(e) Effective on the date of enactment of
this Act a new subsection (1) is added to sec-
tion 17 of the Revised Organic Act of the Vir-
gin Islands (68 Stat, 497; 505; 48 U.8.C. 1599)
to read as follows: *(1) All departments,
agencles, and establishments shall furnish to
the government comptroller such informa-
tion regarding the powers, duties, activities,
organization, financial transactions, and
methods of business of their respective of-
fices as he may from time to time require of
them; and the government comptroller, or
any of his assistants or employees, when duly
authorized by him, shall, for the purpose of
securing such information, have access to and
the right to examine any books, documents,
papers, or records of any such department,
agency, or establishment.”

On page 12, at the beginning of line 3,
to change the section number from “7”
to “9”; at the beginning of line 12, to
change the section number from “8” to
“10”; at the beginning of line 21, to
change the section number from “9" to
“11”; on page 13, line 1, after the word
“the”, to insert “unincorporated territory
of the”; after line 1, to strike out:

Sec. 10. Except as to provisions applicable
to the electlon of the Governor and Lieu-
tenant Governor, which provisions shall take
effect on the date of enactment of this Act,
and unless otherwise expressly provided
herein, this Act shall be effective January 6,
19617.

And in lieu thereof, to insert:

Sec. 12, Those provisions necessary to au-
thorize the holding of an election for Gover-
nor and Lieutenant Governor on November 3,
1970, shall be effective on January 1, 1870.
All other provisions of this Act, unless other-
wise expressly provided herein, shall be effec-
tive January 4, 1971.

And, at the beginning of line 12, to
change the section number from “11” to
¢l13lD.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
Eﬁrossed and the bill to be read a third

e.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 1705), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PURPOSE

The primary of H.R. 11777, intro-
duced by Representative O'Brien at the re-
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quest of the Secretary of the Interlor in an
executive communication, is to provide for
the election by popular vote of the Governor
and Lieutenant Governor of the territory of
the Virgin Islands, Other purposes which
HR. 11777, as amended, would accomplish
are: (1) Create the office of Lieutenant Gov-
ernor; (2) provide that the salaries and ex-
penses of the executive and legislative
branches be paid by the government of the
Virgin Islands; (3) specify the powers, duties,
and responsibilities of the Governor; (4) pro-
vide a method of recall for removal of the
Governor; (5) set out the line of succession
in the event the Governor is disabled; (6)
clarify the powers, dutles, responsibilities,
and procedures of the office of the govern-

 ment comptroller; (7) provide that the ex-

penses and salaries of the office of the govern-
ment comptroller shall be paid by the United
States from funds derived by transfer from
the internal revenue collections appropriated
for the Virgin Islands, thus resulting in a
substantial savings to Federal Government;
(8) extend the privileges and immunities
clauses, the due process clause, and the equal
protection clause of the U8, Constitution to
the people of the Virgin Islands; (9) make
the Virgin Islands subject to the general
military law of the United States; and (10)
make certain technical changes in the revised
organic act.

BACKGROUND AND NEED

HR. 11777 is the latest of a number of
steps that have been taken toward full local
self-government in the Virgin Islands and
toward fulfillment of the political aspirations
of the people of the islands.

The Virgin Islands became U.S. territory
in 1917 by purchase from Denmark. The
original act to govern the new territory (act
of March 8, 1917, 39 Stat. 1182) vested “all
military, civil, and judicial powers” in a
Governor appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate. Until
1931, when jurisdiction was transferred from
the Department of the Navy to the Depart-
ment of the Interior by Executive order and
the first civilian Governor was appointed,
it was the practice for a naval officer to be
appointed to this position. The organic act
of 1836 (act of June 22, 1936, 49 Stat, 1807)
and the revised organic act of 1954 (act of
July 22, 1954, 68 Stat. 497) continued this
provision for Presidential appointment with
the advice and consent of the Senate. It is
to these and other related visions of present
law that HR. 11777 is addressed.

While the Virgin Islands have always thus
far had an appointed Governor, they have
also had a popularly elected legislature. The
1917 act continued the provisions of Danish
law, which dated back at least to 1908, for the
election of two colonial councils, one for St.
Croix, the other for St. Thomas and St. John.
The ordinances of these councils, when sanc-
tioned by the King, became law. The 1917
act, in effect, continued this system. All local
laws remained in force until altered or re-
pealed by the council concerned with the ap-
proval of the President or in accordance with
regulations prescribed by him. The 1936 act
provided for annual joint legislative sessions
of the two municipal councils—a new name
for the old colonial councils—and gave this
legislative assembly “power to enact legisla-
tlon applicable to the Virgin Islands as a
whole” subject. to the conditions that it
should not consider any legislation except
that specified in a message from the Gover-
nor, that no bill should be enacted except
by a two-thirds vote, and that every bill
should be subject to gubernatorial veto and,
if repassed over his veto, to Presidential veto.
Under the 19564 act the legislative power of
the Territory was vested In a territorywide
legislative body of 11 members, the jurls-
diction of which extended to “all subjects of
local application”—later amended to read
“all rightful subjects of legislation”—not in-
conslstent with the laws of the United
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States applicable to the Virgin Islands. Pro-
visions for gubernatorial and Presidential
veto were continued, however. Six of the
members were to be and are elected at large,
two from 8t. Croix, two from St. Thomas, and
one from St. John,

Since the 1954 act came into force, there
have been a number of other enactments by
the Congress looking toward greater self-re-
sponsibility on the part of the Virgin Islands:
Public Law 85-224 authorized the enactment
of local laws requiring the advice and con-
sent of the legislature to gubernatorial ap-
pointees to commissions having quasi-judi-
clal authority; Public Law 85-851 provided
for the issuance of revenue bonds for certain
types of projects authorized by the legisla-
ture and made it clear that there should be
no political or religious test for officers and
employees of the government of the Virgin
Islands; Public Law 86-289 allowed the ter-
ritorial attorney general to exercise some of
the functions of the U.S. attorney; Public
Law 88-180 provided for the Issuance of
general obligation bonds in certain circum-
stances; Public Law 88-183 transferred sub-
merged areas bordering on the islands to the
territorial government and put within its
concurrent jurisdiction “parties found, acts
performed, and offenses committed on prop-
erty owned, reserved or controlled by the
United States”; and Public Law 89-100 pro-
vided for the payment of legislative salaries
and expenses by the local rather than the
Federal Government.

It 1s clear from the above that the people
of the Virgin Islands have had long experi-
ence in electing one branch of their govern-
ment and thus in participating in the mak-
ing of their own laws. It is the bellef of the
committee that the people and thelir legisla-
ture have for the most part exercised their
powers in a responsible manner. They have
organized a two-party system, and have
identified, discussed, and voted their opin-
ions on matters of local concern. The legis-
lators, In turn, have debated the issues, and
at times disagreed with the Washington-
appointed Governor in the manner of free
legislatures everywhere. They have enacted
laws of local application and have levied
taxes and appropriated funds sufficient for
the ordinary needs of the local government
without resort to direct Federal appropria-
tions. In view of this and in view of the
further facts that the governorship has be-
come almost exclusively a local office and
that the Governor, under the revised organic
act, 1s an integral part of the legislative proc-
ess with power to recommend and to veto
legislation, it is the committee’s view that
the time is ripe for taking the progressive
step toward a territorial government which is
fully responsible and responsive to local
needs and the local electorate which H.R.
11777 proposes. Enactment of this bill, as
amended, will be a recognition that the
Virgin Islands have accumulated sufficient
political maturity and practice in the art of
self-government to warrant this step.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 of the amended bill amends sec-
tion 9, subsection (a) of the revised organic
act to provide that a quorum of the legisla-
ture shall consist of eight of its members.
This provislon was necessitated by passage of
the Reapportionment Act, Public Law 89-
548, which increased the number of legisla-
tors from 11 to 15.

Section 2 amends section 8 of the revised
organic act by eliminating the provision for
Presidential veto as a part of the lawmaking
process and by providing that a gubernatorial
veto may be overridden by a two-thirds vote
of all the members of the legislature.

Section 3 amends section 11 of the revised
organic act and provides for the popular
election of the Governor and Lieutenant
Governor jointly for a 4-year term. The first
election is to be held on November 3, 1970.
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Section 2 also specifies the powers, duties,
and responsibilities of the Governor and pro-
vides that no person who has been elected
Governor for two full successive terms shall
be again eligible to hold that office until one
full term has intervened.

Section 4 amends section 12 of the revised
organic act and provides a method of recall
for removal of the Governor. The recall
procedures require the approval of 75 percent
of the persons registered to vote, plus the
approval of the President of the United
States. The approval of the President was
felt necessary by the members of the com-
mittee In light of the Governor’'s duty to
enforce all applicable Federal laws in the
Virgin Islands and in light of the substantial
responsibility and interest of the Federal
Government in the affairs of the territory.

Section b deletes from the revised organic
act a provision authorizing the Governor to
appoint administrative assistants for St.
John and St. Croix. This is in keeping with
the view that such matters should hereafter
be determined by the laws of the Virgin
Islands.

Sectlon 6 sets out a line of succession in
the event of a vacancy, temporary or perma-
nent, in the office of Governor or Lieutenant
Governor.

Section 7 repeals a provision of existing
law which bars the creation of new depart-
ments and agencies In the executive branch
of the Virgin Islands government without
the consent of the Secretary of the Interior.

Section 8, by amendment and through the
addition of new subsections, clarifies the
dutles and responsibilities of the office of
government comptroller. In addition, sec-
tion 2 provides that effective July 1, 1967,
the expenses and salaries of the office of
government comptroller shall be pald by the
United States from funds derived by transfer
from the internal revenue collections appro-
priated for the Virgin Islands. This will re-
sult in a substantial savings to the Federal
Government.

Section 9 provides that all salaries and ex-
penses connected with the executive and leg-
islative departments of the Virgin Islands
shall be paid locally.

Section 10 In effect extends to the Virgin
Islands the provisions of article IV, section 2,
paragraph 1, and amendment XIV, section 1,
of the U.S. Constitution. These are the priv-
ileges and immunities clauses of article IV
and amendment XIV and the due process
and equal protection clauses of the 14th
amendment.

Sectlon 11 extends to the Virgin Islands
the portion of the general military laws
which authorizes the President to call upon
Federal or local forces In case of insurrec-
tion or other similar emergency.

Section 12 provides the effective dates for
the various provisions of the act.

Section 13 states that the act shall be
known as the “Virgin Islands Elective Gover-
nor Act.”

THIRTY-DAY LEAVE FOR MEMEER
OF UNIFORMED SERVICE WHO
VOUNTARILY EXTENDS HIS TOUR
OF DUTY IN A HOSTILE FIRE
AREA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
turn to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1659, HR. 15748, that it be laid
down, made the pending business, but
not debated until after the conclusion
of the morning hour.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title,

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. A bill (H.R.
15748) to amend title 10, United States
Code, to authorize a special 30-day peri-
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od of leave for a member of a uniformed
service who voluntarily extends his tour
of duty in a hostile fire area.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
will proceed with its consideration after
the morning hour.

CHARLES B. THORNTON—INDUS-
TRIALIST OF THE YEAR

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, a signal
honor was recently bestowed upon one
of my most distinguished constituents,
Mr. Charles B. Thornton of Los Angeles.
“Tex” Thornton is the brilliant and
dynamic chairman of the board of Litton
Industries, the growth company which
he founded in 1953 and which, under
his leadership, has since become one of
America’s most successful and exciting
businesses.

In recognition of “Tex” Thornton’s
unique record of achievement and con-
tribution to American life, the Society
of Industrial Realtors recently named
Mr. Thornton as the “Industrialist of the
Year.” In announcing his selection,
SIR’s spokesman sald:

The dramatic growth of Litton Industries
reflects the genius and ability of its dynamie
young co-founder and Board Chairman,
Thornton displays the same drive and dedi-
cation in his civic activities as he has In
directing his company’s remarkable growth.

Thornton thus joins such outstanding
industrialists as Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., of
General Motors, Benjamin F, Fairless of
United States Steel, and Thomas J. Wat-
son of IBM, who have been chosen in
earlier years as recipients of this honor.
Like his distinguished ' predecessors,
“Tex” Thornton has made a significant
confribution to the industrial develop-
ment of North America in the public
interest.

I am glad to observe that the public
interest has always played an important
role in “Tex” Thornton’s lifetime, which
has included an active commitment to
many worthy civic causes and organiza-
tions. As reported in the St. Louis Post-
Dispateh of August 7, his active partici-
pation in the war on poverty is notable
evidence of his devotion to the public
good. To quote from the Post-Dis-
patch:

An example of Thornton's civil efforts is
Litton’s support of the Job Corps of the
Office of Economic Opportunity. Litton, in
an unusual program of industry-government
cooperation, is training more than 2,000 un-
derprivileged boys, school dropouts, who ul-
timately will be qualified workers in elec-
tronics, automotive repair. cullnary arts,
business equipment, and maintenance areas.

The Post-Dispatch is here referring to
Litton’s operation of the Camp Parks Job
Corps Center for men near Pleasanton in
Contra Costa County, Calif., which is
widely recognized as being a model «
antipoverty effectiveness for other job
Corps centers.

I wish to add my congratulations to
“Tex” Thornton, “Industrialist of the
Year.” I ask unanimous consent that
the Post-Dispatch article be included at
this point in the REecorb.




25982

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

INDUSTRIAL HONOR FOR C. B. THORNTON

WasHINGTON.—Charles B. Thornton, chair-
man of the board of Litton Industries, Inc.,
Beverly Hills, Calif., has been named indus-
trialist of the year.

An independent board headed by John S.
Knight, chairman of the board of Enight
Newspapers, Inc., selected Thornton for the
award presented annually by the Soclety of
Industrial Realtors.

In announcing Thornton's selection,
Enight sald: “The dramatic growth of Litton
Industries reflects the genius and ability of
its dynamie, young cofounder and board
chairman, Thornton displays the same drive
and dedication in his civic activities as he
has in directing his company’s remarkable
growth.”

Representatives of leading business and

professional organizations served on the in-
dependent board that chose Thornton from
a score of top industrialists nominated by
society members throughout North America.
The soclety, a professional affiliate of the
National Association of Real Estate Boards, is
composed of 1000 members who specialize in
meeting the real estate needs of industry.
" Knight will present a trophy to Thornton
at a session Nov. 14, of the society’s annual
convention at the Doral Beach Hotel, Miami
Beach.

RECIPIENTS IN PAST

This is the eighteenth consecutive year
that the society has honored an industrialist
“who has made a significant contribution to
the industrial development of North Amer-
ica in the public interest.” Recipients in-
clude Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., General Motors
Corp.; Benjamin F. Fairless, United States
Steel Corp.; Thomas J. Watson, International
Business Machines Corp.; Willlam Allen,
Boeing Airplane Co.; Thomas B. McCabe,
Scott Paper Co.; Stanley C. Allyn, National
Cash Co.; Willlam A. Patterson,
United Air Lines; Lynn A. Townsend, Chrys-
ler Corp.; and J. Erik Jonsson, Texas Instru-
ments, Inc.

Since he organized Litton Industries in
1953, Thornton has developed the company
into one of the most remarkable growth
companies in history. Sales for fiscal 1966,
ending next month, are expected to pass the
billion-dollar mark—almost doubling the
sales total for 1963.

Litton manufactures more than 9000
products, ranging from nuclear submarines
to electronic tubes that can send radio and
television signals back to earth from space.
Litton, which has 73,000 employees and
plants In 22 states and 12 foreign countries,
is the twenty-fifth largest employer in the
nation. Among Its products are military
command and control systems, business ma-
chines and computers, materials handling,
medical instruments, microwave ovens, and
commercial and military shipbuilding.

JOB CORPS SUPPORT
. An example of Thornton's civic efforts is
Litton’s support of the Job Corps of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, Litton, in
an unusual program of industry-govern-
ment co-operation, is training more than
2000 underprivileged boys, school dropouts,
who ultimately will be qualified workers in
electronics, automotive repair, culinary arts,
business equipment and maintenance areas.

Thornton helped Introduce modern man-
agement controls into the Air Force in World
War II. At one time he was the youngest
colonel in the Army.

. After the war, when he was 32 years old,
he became director of planning for Ford
Motor Co., setting up a group of manage-
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ment experts, including now Secretary of
Defense Robert S. McNamara, which later
came to be known as the Whiz Kids.

From 1948 to 1953, he was vice president
and assistant manager of Hughes Aircraft
Co. In this period, Hughes' sales rose from
$2,000,000 to $200,000,000 annually.

In 1853 Thornton with two other young
Hughes executives purchased a small Cali-
fornia company that produced microwave
tubes and organized Litton Industries.

He is a director and executive committee
member of United California Bank, Times
Mirror Co., and Cyprus Mines, Inc.; director
and finance and audit committee member
of Union Oil Co. of California; director and
finance committee member of Trans World
Alrlines, Inc.; and director of General Mills,
Ine., Lehman Corp., and Western Bancorpo-
ration.

CIVIC, EDUCATION POSTS

He is trustee of the University of South-
ern California, Harvey Mudd College of
Science and Engineering, and the National
Security Industrial Association. He is a
member of the Defense Industry Advisory
Council, the Business Council, the Presi-
dent’'s Commission on the Patent System,
California Institute Associates, University
of Southern California Associates, West
Coast Advisory Group of American Manage-
ment Association, Founding Friends and
Alumni Association of Harvey Mudd College,
Advisory Committee of the Invest-in-Amer-
ica Council, and the California Committee
for Bicentennial of American Free Enter-
prise System.

He is a consultant to the secretary of the
Air Force, a member of the Special Advisory
Committee to review programs of the Air
Force Academy, and a director of the National
Committee for International Development.

He has been director and a member of the
executive committee of First Western Bank;
director and chairman of the electronics in-
dustry committee, Los Angeles Chamber of
Commerce; director, California Merchants
and Manufacturers Association; director, Los
Angeles YMCA; director and chairman, Mili-
tary Production Division, Electronic Indus-
tries Association; director, American Cancer
Soclety; on the Board of Advisors, thirteenth
International Management Conference; on
the board of governors, Welfare Federation
of Los Angeles Area; a member of the ad-
visory group to the Economic Committee of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization Par-
liamentarians’ Conference; on the Interim
Study Committee for American Free Enter-
Pprise Exposition; a member of the Secretary
of the Navy's Advisory Board on Educational
Requirements.

A partial listing of the awards Thornton
has recelved: salesman of the year, Los An-
geles Sales Executive Club, 1959; Merit Award,
Albert Einstein College of Medlcine, Yeshiva
University, 1963; Texan of the year, Texas
Press Assoclation, 1964; man of the year,
Beverly Hills, Calif.,, Chamber of Commerce,
1964; business statesman of the year award,
Harvard Business School Alumni Association
of Southern California, 1964; Horatio Alger
award, American Schools and Colleges As-
soclation, 1964; and Western Electronic Man-
?gxturers Assoclation medal of achievement,

Serving with Knight on the SIR award
board were C. C. Cameron, Charlotte, N.C.,
past president of the Mortgage Bankers As-
soclation of America; W. P. Gullander, New
York, president of the National Association
of Manufacturers; Daniel P, Loomis, Wash-
ington, president of the Assoclation of Amer-
ican Rallroads; Alton V. Phillips, Seattle,
president of the Associated General Contrac-
tors of America; Willlam B. West, Cleveland,
president of the Soclety of Industrial Real-
tors; and John W. Galbreath, Columbus,
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chairman for arrangements, SIR Industrial
Award Committee,

ELECTION YEAR JITTERS ON FOOD
FOR PEACE

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, the
recent action of the House in rejecting
the food-for-peace conference report can
only be interpreted as a bad case of elec-
tion year jitters. By a margin of 306 to
61, the House was stampeded into reject-
ing a superb piece of legislation because
of a sideline issue that should not have
been raised at all in connection with
this bill. The House action seeks to deny
US. food to the people of any country
that has any trade at all with Cuba or
North Vietnam. The Senate and House
conferees had attempted to meet this
problem earlier by denying U.S. food
only to those countries trading strategic
materials to Cuba or North Vietnam. To
go beyond that restriction as the House
did ean only be regarded as an ill-advised
effort to determine sensitive foreign pol-
icy issues on the basis of election year
considerations.

The House action raises at least two
questions:

First. Is it wise for the United States
to use our food supplies as a bribe or
threat to dictate the policies of other
nations?

Second. Is it proper for Congress to
tie the President’s hands in the admin-
istration of a humanitarian program
designed to assist hungry people while
strengthening U.S. foreign policy and our
domestic agriculture?

As one long interested in the success
of our food-for-peace program, I intend
to press in the conference on this matter
for a substitute provision that would re-
tain the President’s authority to resolve
such administrative questions in the na-
tional interest.

Congress has no right to bribe or pres-
sure other nations into making foreign
policy decisions because of our capacity
to give or withhold food to hungry peo-
ple. Other people are as proud and sen-
sitive as we are about their national in-
dependence. They might under the pres-
sure of hunger yield to such petty out-
side dictation. But if they did, it would
be with a kind of seething resentment
that would destroy any appreciation or
respect for our food-for-peace efforts.

My personal hunch is that national in-
dependence and pride are such strong
sentiments that even needy nations such
as India would reject U.S. food rather
than submit to our dictation of their
international trade policy. They are
presently selling a little burlap bagging
to Cubans which they would have to give
up for receiving our food assistance un-
der the House action. The burlap sales
are a relatively inconsequential matter—
$600,000. But national integrity and
pride are not inconsequential. I sus-
pect that India would prefer to tighten
her belt rather than diminish her self-
respect and national pride.

It is quite possible that the dictatorial
restriction requested by the House will,
if sustained, lead to the collapse of Prime
Minister Indira Gandhi's government
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and the emergence of an anti-American,
pro-Communist government. Mrs. Gan-
dhi is under continuous attack from left-
ists who accuse her of being a lackey of
the United States. If she yielded to the
demands of the House, this would add
fuel to the fire now being directed against
her. If she instead refused to yield to
the House demand, our food would be
cut off and starvation would run ram-
pant across the Indian subcontinent—
an even greater threat to the Gandhi
government.

Legislating sensitive foreign policy de-
cisions and denying the President the op-
portunity to use his judgment in admin-
istering an important overseas operation
can cripple and eventually kill the food-
for-peace program. Eight food-for-
peace recipients now selling small quan-
tities of nonstrategic material to Cuba
or North Vietnam include: India, Pakis-
tan, Brazil, Egypt, Ceylon, Morocco, Al-
geria, and Yugoslavia. These countries
for the most part are genuinely inter-
ested in remaining neutral in the East-
West struggle. They wish to live at
peace and carry on relationships with
both the United States and our Commu-
nist rivals. They are independent,
strongly nationalistic states that resent
pressure over their policies from either
side. As a nation following a policy
of neutrality throughout our own pe-
riod of national development, we should
be able to understand this sentiment.
The combined total of their annual sales
to Cuba and North Vietnam is an esti-
mated $43.2 million—none of this in stra-
tegic materials. Only $203,000 of this
meager total is with North Vietnam.

Yet, these countries are important
food-for-peace recipients. The House
restriction could prevent an estimated
$860 million in concessional food-for-
peace sales next year. Such a blow
would lead to the collapse of the program
and would have an extremely depressing
effect on the American agricultural econ-
omy. The specter of hunger spreading
across the underdeveloped world because
of an ill-advised effort to dictate the
trade policy of other nations would pre-
sent an image too costly to the United
States to comprehend.

Strangely enough, the proposed re-
striction would permit us to give food
to the countries in question, but would
prevent us from selling it to them on
lenient terms. Furthermore, our own
policy now permits us to make food and
medical supplies available to Cuba. But
the new restriction would deny that right
to other countries.

The hasty, self-defeating action of the
House diminishes the dignity and good
judgment of a great country, and it ought
to be corrected in the forthcoming con-
ference.

DISPOSAL OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED
LONG-LINES COMMUNICATION
FACILITIES IN ALASEKA
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Senate

proceed to the consideration of Calen-

dar No. 1670, S. 2444.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
2444) to authorize the disposal of the
Government-owned long-lines commu-
nication facilities in the State of Alaska,
and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments on
page 4, after line 4, to insert:

(6) In connection with soliciting offers
to purchase such long-lines facilities of the
Alaska Communication System the Secre-
tary of Defense or his designee shall:

(a) Provide any prospective purchaser
who requests it data on (1) the facilities
avallable for purchase, (ii) the amounts
deemed to be the current fair and reason-
able value of those facilities, and (iii) the
initial rates which will be charged to the
purchaser for capacity in facilities retained
by the Government and available for com-
mercial use;

(b) Provide, in the request for offers to
purchase, that offerors must specify the
rates they propose to charge for service and
the improvements in service which they
propose to initiate;

(c) Provide an opportunity for prospec-
tive purchasers to meet as a group with
Department of Defense representatives to
assure that the data and the public interest
requirements described in (a) and (b), above,
are fully understood; and

(d) Seek the advice and assistance of the
Federal Communications Commission, the
Federal Field Committee for Development
Planning in Alaska, and the Governor of
Alaska or his designees, to assure consid-
eration of all public Interest factors asso-
clated with the transfer.

And, on page 6, after line 12, to insert:

(3) the sale will not be final unless and
until the purchaser shall receive the req-
uisite certificates of convenience and ne-
cessity to operate interstate and intrastate
commercial communications in Alaska from
the appropriate governmental regulatory
bodles.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Alaska Communica-
tions Disposal Act”,

TITLE I—DEFINITIONS

Sec. 101. In this Act—

(1) “Transfer” means the conveyance by
the United States of any element of owner-
ship, including but not restricted to any
estate or interest in property, and fran-
chise rights, by sale, exchange, lease, ease-
ment, or permit, for cash, credit, or other
property, with or without warranty.

(2) “Long-lines communication facilities"
means the transmission systems connecting
points inside the State with each other and
with polnts outside the State by radio or
wire, and includes all kinds of property and
rights-of-way necessary to accomplish this
interconnection.

(3) “Agency concerned” means any de-
partment, agency, wholly owned corporation,
or instrumentality of the United States.

TITLE II—TRANSFER OF UNITED STATES GOV-
EENMENT-OWNED LONG-LINES COMMUNICA=-
TION FACILITIES IN AND TO ALASKA
Sec. 201. (1) Subject to the provisions of

section 202, and notwithstanding provisions
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of any other law, the Secretary of Defense
or his designee, with the advice, assistance,
and, in the case of any agency not under the
Jurisdiction of the Secretary of Defense, the
consent of the agency concerned, and after
approval of the President, is authorized to
and shall transfer for adequate consideration
any or all long-lines communication facili-
ties in or to Alaska under the jurlsdiction
of the Federal Government to any person
qualifying under the provisions of section
202, and may take such action and exer-
cise such powers as may be necessary or ap-
propriate to effectuate the purposes of this
Act.

(2) Transfers under this title shall be made
in accordance with the procedures and meth-
ods required by sections 203(e), (1), (2), and
(3) of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended (40
U.S.C. 484(e) ), except that “the Secretary of
Defense or his designee” shall be substituted
for all references therein to *“the Admin-
istrator”.

{(3) The requirements of section 207 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. 488),
shall apply to transfers under this title,

(4) The head of the agency concerned or
his designee shall execute such documents
for the transfer of title or other interest in
property, except any mineral rights therein,
and take such other action as the Secretary
of Defense deems necessary or proper to
transfer such property under the provisions
of this title. A copy of any deed, lease, or
other instrument executed by or on behalf of
the head of the agency concerned purport-
ing to transfer title or any other interest in
public land shall be furnished to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

(5) No interest in public lands, with-
drawn or otherwise appropriated, may be
transferred under this title without the prior
consent of the Secretary of the Interior, or,
with respect to lands within a national for-
est, of the Secretary of Agriculture.

(6) In connection with soliciting offers to
purchase such long-lines facilities of the
Alaska Communication System the Secre-
tary of Defense or his designee shall:

(a) Provide any prospective purchaser
who requests it data on (1) the facilities
available for purchase, (ii) the amounts
deemed to be the current fair and reasonable
value of those facilities, and (lii) the initial
rates which will be charged to the purchaser
for capacity In facilitles retained by the
Government and avallable for commercial
use;

(b) Provide, in the request for offers to
purchase, that offerors must specify the rates
they propose to charge for service and the
improvements in service which they propose
to initiate;

(¢) Provide an opportunity for prospective
purchasers to meet as a group with Depart-
ment of Defense representatives to assure
that the data and the public interest require-
ments deseribed in (a) and (b), above, are
fully understood; and

(d) Seek the advice and assistance of the
Federal Communications Commission, the
Federal Field Committee for Development
Planning in Alaska, and the Governor of
Alaska or his designees, to assure considera-
tion of all public interest factors assoclated
with the transfer.

Sec. 202, No transfer under this title may
be made unless the Secretary of Defense or
his designee determines that—

(1) the United States does not need to
retain the property involved in the transfer
for national defense purposes;

(2) the transfer is in the public interest;

(3) the person to whom the transfer is
made is prepared and qualified to provide,
without interruption, the communication
service involved in the transfer; and
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(4) the long-lines communication facili-
ties will not directly or indirectly be owned,
operated, or controlled by a person who would
legally be disqualified by the Federal Com-
munications Commission from holding a
radio station license under any of the terms
of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended.

Sec. 203. The agreements by which a
transfer is made under this title shall include
a provision that—

(1) the person to whom the transfer is
made shall, subject to the rules and regula-
tions of any body or commission established
by the State of Alaska to govern and regu-
late communication services to the public
and of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion and all applicable statutes, treaties, and
conventions, provide without interruption,
the communication services involved in the
transfer, except those services reserved by the
United States in the transfer; and

(2) the rates and charges for such services
applicable at the time of transfer shall not
be changed for a period of one year from the
date of such transfer unless approved by a
governmental hody or commission having
jurisdietion.

(8) the sale will not be final unless and
until the purchaser shall receive the requisite
certificates of convenience and necessity to
operate interstate and intrastate commercial
communications in Alaska from the appro-
priate governmental regulatory bodies.

Sec. 204. Transfers under this title do not
require the approval of the Federal Commu~
nications Commission except to the extent
that the approval of the Federal Communi-
cations Commission may be necessary under
section 202(4).

Sec. 2056. Notwithstanding the provisions
of any other law, the proceeds of each
transfer shall be covered into the Treasury
of the United States as miscellaneous receipts.

Sec. 206, The Secretary of Defense or his
designee shall report to the Congress and the
President—

(1) In January of each year, the actions
taken under this title during the preceding
twelve months; and

(2) not later than ninety days after com-
pletion of each transfer under this title, a
full account of that transfer.

TITLE IIT—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 301. Except as provided in section 204,
this Act does not modify in any manner the

provisions of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended.

Sec. 302, There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of Defense such sums
as may be necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of this Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the commit-
tee amendments be considered en bloe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the amend-
ﬁents are considered and agreed to en

oc.

The bill is open to further amendment.
If there be no further amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed.

Mr., MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 1702), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE AND BACEGROUND OF THE LEGISLATION

8. 2444 would authorize the Secretary of
Defense to sell or lease Government-owned,
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long-lines communications facilities In the
State of Alaska to a private commercial car-
rier, or to allow the use of such facilities by
permit, easement, or other form of transfer,
The Secretary of Defense Is to obtaln the ad-
vice, assistance, and, in the case of agencles
not under the jurisdiction of the Defense
Department, the consent of the heads of
agencles of the Government which operate
long-lines communications facilities being
tranferred. No sale, lease, or other transfer
could be made unless the Secretary of De-
fense or his designee determined that the
rights to be transferred were not necessary
for national defense purposes, and that the
transfer 1s in the public interest. The car-
rier acquiring any such facilities would be
required to provide, without interruption,
the communications services involved in the
transfer.

Since there are no commercial long-lines
communication companies operating in
Alaska, that State, alone among the 50 States
of the Union, depends upon the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide telecommunications
network, facilities, and services that are re-
quired for business and other purposes by
the general public. These services are now
being provided by the Alaska Communica-
tion System (ACS), a Department of Defense
(DOD) activity. The authority for Govern-
ment operation of the ACS is an act of Con-
gress of May 26, 1900, which specified that
commercial business might be done over mili-
tary telegraph cable lines in Alaska under
such conditions as the BSecretary of War
might deem to be equitable and in the public
interest. Effective July 1, 1962, the Secretary
of Defense transferred responsibility for the
operation and maintenance of the ACS from
the Department of the Army to the Depart-
ment of the Alr Force.

In response to the ever-increasing require-
ments of the public for commercial com-
munications services, over a period of more
than 60 years the ACS has grown to the point
that today it provides all kinds of long-dis-
tance telephone and telegraph services for
private individuals, commercial enterprises,
State and Federal clvilian agencles, as well
as for the Department of Defense.

The uniqueness of the communication sit-
uation in Alaska, and the ever-increasing
volume of commercial business, led DOD and
the Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) in the
late 1950's to consider the possibility of sell-
ing their Alaskan communications facilities
to enable service to the public in Alaska to
be provided by a private, regulated commer-
cial carrler. The Department of Defense has
indicated that the facilities initially offered
for sale will be, generally, those now oper-
ated by the ACS. Other facilitles, now used
primarily for defense purposes would not be
sold; however, capacity on these facilities
would be leased to the ACS purchaser to
allow continuation of public service through-
out the entire State of Alaska, The DOD
facilities involved are described in appendix
A

Bince the ACS facilities are not, in the
main, excess to sale needs of the Department,
such sale could be accomplished only with
special congressional authorization. DOD,
in anticlpation of sale authority, has been
reluctant to make even minor improvements
and expansions in the system to meet the
continually increasing requirements of the
public. The growing gap between the capa-
bilities of the system and the requirements
of the public emphasizes the importance of
a realistic new look at the communications
sltuation in Alaska.

PRESENT DRAFT SYSTEM UNFAIR

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the administration of our present draft
law is diseriminatory in determining
which young men will serve in our Armed
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Forces. For example, deferments too
frequently favor those who can afford
to attend college and those whose edu-
cations qualify them to enter critical
occupations, so called. The plain fact
of the matter is that young men with
financial resources or with parents with
financial resources are in a better posi-
tion to secure deferment from the draft
by going to college or by marrying young
and having children.

Furthermore, the present system of
assigning draft quotas to each State
which in turn assigns quotas to local
draft boards is inequitable. This results
in thousands of different criteria for
deferment. For instance, a draft board
in Ohio may decide to induct a young
man who, if he lived in another State—
or for that matter in another jurisdie-
tion in Ohio—would be deferred. Since
available pools of eligible draftees differ
from one draft board jurisdiction to an-
other, consideration given to the prob-
lems of individual potential draftees
varies from one draft board to the next.

Although there are broad national out-
lines establishing deferment criteria
under present law, the intepretation of
these criteria and the pressures for meet-
ing draft quotas vary considerably.

A much fairer and equitable method
for selecting men for military service
could be established were the present
quota system to be abolished and a na-
tional manpower pool established, along
the lines of a national lottery.

Furthermore, it seems to me that the
fair thing to do would be first to exhaust
the draft pool of all young men 20 years
of age or above who are eligible for in-
duction under present criteria and who
have not to date been drafted. Then, as
has been suggested by the distinguished
junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KenNEDY], 19-year-olds should be the
first to be drafted to meet the Nation’s
military manpower needs. Approxi-
mately 2 million boys turn 19 each year.
As there would be fewer deferments be-
cause of dependency in this age group,
the number might well meet our needs.
At least such a policy would remove the
uncertainty from the lives of many
youngsters now unable to plan definitely
for their futures.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 2 additional minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
let us hope that the peacetime draft can
eventually be done away with and mili-
tary needs be met by trained volunteers.
However, during our involvement in
Vietnam, it is important that the selec-
tive service law operates fairly. Unfor-
tunately, local draft boards frequently
demonstrate bad judgment in decisions
such as deferments to professional
athletes and others.

For example, there was the granting
of a deferment from the draft to the
well-known actor, George Hamilton, who
claimed hardship as the sole support of
his mother, who at that time was living
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and is now living in his $500,000 Holly-
wood home. This deferment by a local
draft board in New York has frequently
been referred to by extremist rightwing-
ers in my State of Ohio. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, no one should blame our President
for the deferment of George Hamilton
by a draft board in New ¥York. This de-
ferment was granted to the actor in 1961,
when Lynda Bird Johnson was about 15
or 16 years old. Blaming this on the
President by lunatic rightwing extremists
in my State and other States is typical
of the Birchsaps—the John Birch So-
ciety—and others.

Selective service, as now operated, no
more meets military requirements in this
grim war period than would horse cav-
alry, B-25’s of World War II, or Spring-
field rifles used at the turn of the cen-
tury. Youngsters in poor families as-
sert that the present system has created
a caste system favoring wealthier fam-
ilies.

Mr. President, we should establish a
more logical and equitable method for
inducting young men into our Armed
Forces. Why not return to the lottery
system of World War II, or at least re-
move uncertainty from the lives of young
Americans by instituting more uniform
and definite criteria for deferment and
calling young men up for induction by
age groups whether it be 19 or 20 years of
age?

THE AMERICAN FISHING FLEET

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, a
very important speech was made last
week by Joseph Curran, president of the
National Maritime Union, at the 14th
national convention of the organization
held in New York City. Mr. Curran an-
nounced that the weight and influence
of the union which he heads, made up of
50,000 members, will be thrown behind
an effort, long overdue, to revitalize and
build up the American fishing fleet.
That fleet. is outmoded, outdated, and
inefficient in these modern times when
Japan and the Soviet Union are floating
tremendous fleets of modern vessels
which roam all the seas of the world.
Year by year the United States, which
once occupied a predominate position,
lags further although the need for pro-
tein, which fish supply in as concentrated
a form as any other food and greater
than most, increases greatly. We who
have had a particular interest in the
maintenance and development of the
American fishery welcome the support of
the National Maritime Union.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have Mr. Curran’s speech printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

The sea around us is recognized as the
eventual major source of food for the ex-
panding populations of the world.

As startling as it may seem, our Govern-
ment does not have a meaningful program
to develop our fishing industry to explore and
take advantage of this great potential. The
same story of Government neglect which ap-
plies to our merchant marine also exists with
regards to our fishing fleet. We have enacted
some pilecemeal legislation to assist our fish-
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ing industries but it is ineffective primarily
because 1t lacks an overall national goal. It
has been further weakened by Budget Bu-
reau attacks based on its philosophy of
“knowing the cost of everything and the
value of nothing.”

We cannot ignore the fact that the sea
around us is recognized as the eventual major
source of food for the expanding populations
of the world. One of the real champions in
advocating the development of a fishing in-
dustry, Senator MAGNUSON, sald recently that
perhaps we are indifferent to the depletion
of our coastal fish resources by foreign fish-
ing fleets because we lack appreciation of the
future value of these resources. “It is diffi-
cult,”” MacNUsON said, “to appreclate hunger
until you have been without food, and it is
even more difficult to anticipate such an
absence in a time of plenty.”

I am sorry to say that while our Govern-
ment has not recognized these potentials the
Russians have.

In addition to our own future needs we
should be thinking and planning in terms
of the world needs—and how we will be able
to meet them.

While we enact plecemeal, ineffective legis-
lation that is made more ineffective by budg-
etary depreciation the Russians are busy de-
veloping a highly organized fishing industry,
employing approximately 600,000 workers
which last year took 5.6 million tons of fish
from international waters. This develop-
ment is highlighted by the fact that in 1945
the Russian catch was only 1.5 million tons.
The 1965 catch put the Russians among the
top five, Peru, Japan, Communist China and
the United States. The Soviets are, how-
ever, not satisfied with this because they now
have even greater plans for more fishing fleets
of more advanced equipment and of a more
widely spread operation,

For example, the Russians are presently
building two 44,000-ton floating factory
mother ships to operate in the Atlantic, Pa-
cific and Indian Oceans. These ships will
carry their own brood of fourteen 65-ton
trawlers.

The mother ship will carry its own heli-
copter to search out schools of fish and co-
ordinate the work of its satellite fishing ves-
sels when the mother ship reaches a selected
area, the trawlers will be lowered into the
sea by special cranes. After taking in their
haul they will be hoisted back aboard and
the floating factory mother ship will move to
other fishing grounds or head for home port.

The Russians regard their merchant fleet
as part of their Navy; their fishing fleet plays
the same role. Photographs by U.S. Navy
planes show that many Russian trawlers
have special electronic capabilities not nor-
mally required of fishing boats. This is part
of the reason Russian sclentists and military
planners have at their disposal a wealth of
basic data on such subjects as water tem-
peratures, thermal water layers and other
important data for waters around the world.
We do not know what other information
about our coastal defenses the Soviet fishing
boats have been able to gain on thelr ex-
peditions off our coasts. There Is no reason
this kind of “fishing™ should be left for them
alone to do.

This topic is extremely timely because our
State Department is currently engaged in
long, drawn-out negotiations with Russian
representatives supposedly to obtain agree-
ment on rules that will govern fishing vessels
on the high seas. These negotiations are
taking place while this fast growing, modern
BSoviet fishing fleet, with the most advanced
equipment, depletes the fishing grounds only
a few miles off our coast where by contrast,
the U.S. fishing fleet, lacking protection, en-
couragement and support from our Govern-
ment, withers away.

The prospects of a settlement that will be
beneficial to our fishing industiry are bleak,
particularly when we remember that this is
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the same Government agency that gives ald
and comfort to the forelgn-flag shipping
companies that take away the freight from
our ships; that carries our citizens on floating
firetraps and then thumbs their nose at us
by trading with the Communist controlled
countries.

The United States cannot continue to allow
its fishing industry to go down while the
State Department negotlates, No new rules
beneficial to us or fair agreement is going to.
be reached with the Soviets as long as they
can outstrip us under present conditions.
Our answer has to be a full scale program to-
build a fishing fleet that matches any built.
by other nations. For the benefit of our
nation, labor, management, and Government.
should work together to develop such a pro-
gram.

This program will require a major drive
to expand and modernize our fishing vessel
capacity. As a beginning we should build
large, fast-moving well-integrated fleets of
fish factories, trawlers and scouting equip-
ment, capable of maintaining themselves for
long periods of time over great distances.
The factory ships should be equipped to
fresh-freeze and perhaps containerize the
catch,

A system for supplying the fleet picking
up their cargo and rotating their crews can
be developed so as mot to delay the opera-
tion.

We do not intend at this time to cover all
the characteristics of a fishing fleet we be-
lieve necessary., That should be decided on

‘the basis of careful planning. NMU is now

working on more detailled proposals which,
we repeat, will require government and in-
dustry as well as labor cooperation to make
areality. Expansion of the fishing vessel con-
struction-differential subsidy will be just a
beginning. In the long run, this program
will bring tremendous economic, political and
strategic benefits to the U.8.

Once we have achieved the necessary mod-
ernization and expansion of our fishing fleet,
we can stop sitting on our own doorstep and
range out to wherever the fish are, which
would include the Black Sea, the Soviet back-
yard.

Maybe this will result in an international
agreement with the Russians that is fair to
the U.S. and all nations, or perhaps we will
find the current agreements as they exist
now more to our advantage and leave them as
they are.

The inadequacy of our fleet is testified to
by the fact that this country, despite the
wealth of fish in nearby waters, is importing
more and more fish products each year from
all over the world. Some of these imports
are from Russia and other Iron Curtain
countries. Last year these Russian imports
amounted to some half-a-million dollars
which was a hundred percent increase over
the previous year. From all indications this
will increase from year to year. It could
very well be that some of this fish we im-
ported from Russia comes from our Georges
Bank fishing grounds off our East Coast.
Our program will be a positive program.

We intend to ask Congress early in the
next session to appropriate sufficient funds,
at least 100-million dollars, to build several
proto type fishing vessels that can be used
as the nucleus of a new modern fishing fleet
that can successfully compete with the rest
of the world.

We will also ask Congress to amend the
1936 Merchant Marine Act so as to extend
the same construction subsidy assistance to
the fishing industry,

Also, we will urge the Government to ex-
pand our forelgn aild program to include the
vast food potentials from the sea as a sup-
plement or substitute for the fast depleting
grain supplies.

We will supplement our present training
program so that we can make available to the
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fishing industry sufficlent trained seamen to
man these fleets.

IMPROVING THE GENERAL WEL-
FARE AND ECONOMIC CONDI-
TIONS OF OUR AMERICAN INDIANS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past 6 years, there has been con-
siderable improvement in the general
welfare and economic conditions on our
Indian reservations. My colleague, Sen-
ator LEe Mercarr, and I, know of these
advancements, personally, on our seven
Montana reservations—the Flathead and
Blackfeet Reservations in western Mon-
tana, Fort Belknap, Rocky Boy, and Fort
Peck Reservations on the Hi-Line, and
the Crow and Northern Cheyenne Reser-
vations in the southeastern section of the
State. This was done administratively
or through new programs such as the
accelerated public works program and
the Office of Economic Opportunity.

The new Commissioner of Indian Af-
fairs, Robert Bennett, is now holding a
series of fleld hearings seeking advice and
recommendations from the tribal lead-
ers. A series of meetings were concluded
in Billings, Mont., last week. All reports
indicate that these meetings were helpful
in determining the future of our Federal
Indian policies—legislation or executive
action which may be required to bring
these policies up to date.

There is no greater champion of the
American Indian than Senator LEE MET-
cALF. The needs of Montana's reserva-
tions have always been of prime concern
to him in both the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate. Senator METCALF
has sponsored and guided through the
legislative process many proposals, spe-
cific and general. The most obvious ex-
amples are low-cost, self-help housing,
sanitation facilities, industrial develop-
ment, expanded loan services, arts and
crafts development, improved education
and medical services. Montana's reser-
vations have many OEO programs, such
as Headstart, Neighbor Youth Corps and
community action programs—all shep-
herded through the bureaucratic process
by LEE METCALF.

Senator MeTcALF is the new chairman
of the Senate Interior Subcommittee on
Indian Affairs. He has not as yet had
sufficient time to make his influence felt
but in the next Congress, I know that we
will have inspired leadership in Indian
affairs from a man who knows and un-
derstands the Indian problems.

Senator LEe Mercarr and I feel that
the Indian has not had his fair share of
prosperity. We intend to see that the
opportunities are available to these peo-
ple and to make sure that they know how
to make use of these new services. Con-
ditions are better, the Indians are be-
ginning to come into their own. We
want to make sure that they do.

SENATOR DIRKSEN AND THE CIVIL
RIGHTS BILL

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr, President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in

the REcorp an editorial entitled “To Sen-

ator Dirksen, Johnson Shifts Blame,”
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published in the Illinois State Journal,
Springfield, Ill., of October 6, 1966. The
editorial is searching and far reaching,
and I recommend it to Senators as a
“must” to read.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

To SENATOR DIRKSEN, JOHNSON SHIFTS BLAME

It is a standard practice in politics for a
majority party to take credit for all popular
things and try to pin the blame of the un-
popular on the minority.

The game reached a new height recently
when the President openly blamed Sen.
EvERETT DIRKSEN, Republican of Illinois, for
defeat of open housing sections and the Civil
Rights Act.

The President, of course, had his eye on a
possible “backlash” on Nov, 8 and did not
want to press the issue too hard. At the same
time he could tell civil rights groups the
opposition was to blame for its defeat.

It was even too much for Senate Majority
Leader Mixke MawsrFierp, Democrat of Mon-
tana, who graciously if not exactly accurately
sald all of the Senate was to blame,

The fact of the matter is that there are
294 Democrats and 139 Republicans in the
House. The Senate has 67 Democrats and 33
Republicans.

If the President wants a measure passed,
it can be done expeditiously with the Demo-
crat majority in both houses and other levers
of power installed in the White House.

He has had no trouble in obtaining
promptly tax raises and acceleration of tax
collections, first introduced in February and
passed in March, the auto safety measures, or
laws allowing federal tinkering with the
economy.

On the other hand when the administra-
tion’s enthusiasm is noticeably cool, it is
reflected in congressional foot dragging. In
spite of his seeming requests for compulsory
labor unionism, four-year terms for con-
gressmen, electoral college reforms, cam-
paign accounting changes, proposals for
trade with Communist Europe and now civil
rights, the President has yet to push these
measures with his full weight., The reason?
His so-called sensitive antennae have shown
these are not popular.

The next line of defense in the game is
that conservatives control the Congress—
which is equally misleading, The authorita-
tive and impartial Congressional Quarterly
traces erosion of the congressional conserva-
tive bloc to 1861.

Reasons include diminishing power of the
Southern bloc, changes that stripped the
House Rules Committee of power to block a
bill and packed it with liberals, and the ma-
jor Republican defeat in 1964.

As a result, for example, in 1965 the con-
servative coalition joined on 62 roll call votes.
Mr. Johnson won in 80 per cent of the votes
desplite the conservatives in both the House
and Senate.

Anybody who thinks that the President
does not have the power to pass nearly any
major measure he wants if he really wants
it i1s a bellever in fiction.

INDIANA NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH
CORPS

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, recently I
received a very interesting letter from
the director for a neighborhood youth
project in Indiana, Mr. A. F. Troyer.
During a period of 10 months, more than
1,300 youths have participated in the
varied activities of this project, which is
under the guidance of the Indiana Farm-
ers Union.
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Mr. Troyer's comments provide excel-
lent testimony on the values which have
resulted from the Neighborhood Youth
Corps in my State. In order that others
may learn of the success of this program,
I ask unanimous consent that Mr, Troy-
er’s letter be printed in full in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

InpiawA FarMERS UNION,
Indianapolis, Ind., September 7, 1966.
Hon. BIRcH BAYH,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: We have now completed ten
months of our current NYC programs both
In-School and Out-of-School.

Over thirteen hundred young persons from
low income families have benefited finan-
clally from the NYC programs. The henefits
that are more of a lasting nature, however,
far outweigh the financlal benefits. Most of
the young persons participating in the NYC
program for any length of time have devel-
oped better attitudes toward work, super-
visors, rights of other people, and definitely
many have learned to overcome individual
complexes that cause them to be backward
and shy.

Over one thousand adults have cooperated
with us in our NYC program in the forty
counties which participated with us. Most
of these adults have come to realize that
in many cases the community has failed to
do a job with young people, but have
learned through working in our NYC pro-
grams that much can be done toward im-
proving the capabilities and attitudes of the
portion of our younger generation that has
been neglected. These adults have gained
the respect of the NYC enrollees, have taken
an interest in them, and have assisted them
in obtaining permanent employment in
hundreds of cases.

Through their NYC experience, many of
these youngsters are now good reliable em-
ployees in private industry and in govern-
ment at the local, state, and federal levels.
We have received many letters from our en-
rollees expressing their deep apprecilation
of their training and job opportunity.

We are proud of the accomplishments of
our NYC programs and hope to be able to
glve the same assistance to many more
deserving youngsters in the future.

“Your past cooperation has been deeply
appreclated.

Respectfully yours,
A. F, TROYER,
Project Director.

MEAT IMPORTS RISING AGAIN

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in the
month of August of this year imports
of beef, veal, and mutton amounted to
87.1 million pounds, an increase of about
45 percent from August of 1965, when
they amounted fo only 59.9 million
pounds.

The figures on imports for the first
8 months of this year likewise show a
sharp increase from the corresponding
period of the previous year. For the pe-
riod January through August of 1966
imports amounted to 525.1 million
pounds, an increase of over 39 percent
from the same 8 months of 1965.

Senators will recall that during 1963
and 1964 imports flooded into this coun-
try in such a torrent that it was neces-
sary for Congress to enact special legis-
lation—Public Law 88-482—providing
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that quota limitations should be imposed
on the quantity of meat permitted from
foreign countries, when necessary to pro-
tect our producers. That quota legisla-
tion covers only certain types of meat,
primarily fresh, chilled and frozen beef,
veal, and mutton. All the figures given
here relate only to those meats within the
purview of Public Law 88-482. The total
of meat imported, therefore, is actually
larger than the figures just given. The
figures given do not include canned beef,
for example, imports of which are in
addition to the figures cited.

Furthermore, the rate of increase may
be accelerating. The August figure of
87.1 million pounds is an exceptionally
high figure by any standard. It is the
highest import figure for any single
month, with but one exception, since the
quota legislation was enacted in 1964.
In only one previous month—June of
this year—was it higher.

Imports of 87 million pounds a month
are equivalent to an annual rate of 1,045
million pounds, almost exactly the same
level as during 1963, an unhappy
memory.

Mr. President, as the quantity of im-
ports of this foreign meat has mounted
through the year, we have simultaneously
been forced to watch the sad, depressing
spectacle of cattle prices going down and
down. They have not collapsed as in
1963 and 1964; it is not that bad. But it
is bad enough. They have gone down
enough to inflict some painful losses on
the cattle feeding industry.

Choice slaughter steers at Chicago, ac-
cording to the figures compiled and pub-
lished by the Department of Agricul-
ture’s Statistical Reporting Service, aver-
aged $29.22 per hundred pounds in March
of this year. From that level they have
fallen steadily. In the month of record
imports—June—they averaged $25.49 a
hundred. In July, they were $25.41, a to-
tal decline of 13 percent. In the week
ending October 6, they averaged $25.95,
not greatly different.

Mr. President, a few weeks ago when
the 100-million-pound imports of June
came to light, I called that fact to the
attention of the Secretary of Agriculture.
Under the statute he is required, each
3 months, to make a formal estimate of
the quantity of imports of meat to be ex-
pected to arrive during the balance of the
vear. It was my suggestion that in view
of the sudden upsurge of imports, he
should review the situation more often
than quarterly, perhaps even monthly,
and thus be prepared to take prompt ac-
tion in case the threat of flooding im-
ports should develop suddenly.

The Secretary did not take very kindly
to that suggestion. He insisted that a
quarterly estimate was sufficient and
further, that he did not expect imports to
increase during 1966 beyond the quan-
tity of 800 million pcunds which he had
previously estimated.

Whether he still believes that imports
will not exceed 800 million pounds this
year, in view of the upsurge in August, is
not known. I am a little apprehensive
myself. Past experience has made me
skittish, when assurances are received
from official sources.
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If imports during the remainder of the
year should continue at the August rate,
the total for the year would exceed the
Secretary’s estimate by a substantial
margin.

Under all the circumstances it is still
my hope that the Secretary will keep the
level of imports under constant review,
with a view to imposing the quotas if
necessary.

Furthermore, serious consideration
should be given to possible revisions in
the quota legislation. The language of
the law provides that imports will not be
permitied to exceed 725 million pounds.
But it then contains an escalation clause
permitting this import figure to be in-
creased. According to the Secretary’s
most recent announcement, quotas will
not be imposed in the current situation
unless the estimated import level reaches
979 million pounds. This escalation
clause had to be accepted as the price of
securing administration approval of
Public Law 88-482, and avoiding a veto
by the President. However, it is ap-
parent that the allowable escalation pro-
vides a large loophole for additional im-
ports, and much damage might occur be-
fore quotas could be imposed.

If it should happen that this loophole
results in serious injury to the American
cattle industry, certainly a change in the
law would be in order.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a
copy of the Secretary’s most recent pub-
lic announcement giving his estimate of
imports for 1966.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

No CHANGE 1N MEAT IMPORT ESTIMATES IN

CALENDAR 1966, FREEMAN REPORTS

WasuineTOoN, September 29, 1966.—Secre-
tary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman today
sald that the fourth quarterly estimate of
meat imports Into the United States during
all of 1966 again places the expected total
at about 800 million pounds. This is the
same as the estimate announced in June.

He indicated that this quantity would not
at this time require Presidential action to
invoke meat Import quotas for 1866.

The Secretary also noted that cattle prices
to farmers and ranchers in the U.S. continue
to hold up and are likely to average about
10 to 16 percent above those of 1965.

Secretary Freeman pointed out that the
indicated volume of meat imports is 18.3 per-
cent—almost 180 million pounds—below the
estimated volume required to trigger imposi-
tion of a quota. Stronger prices in the U.S.
have brought imports this year to a level
somewhat higher than the 614 million
pounds in 10656 and the 740 mlillion pounds
in 1964. This year's imports, however, are
sharply lower than the 1,048 million pounds
imported in 1963, the last full year prior to
enactment of the meat import quota pro-
gram.

Under legislation (P.L. 88-482) enacted in
August 1964, if imports of certain meats—
primarily beef and veal—during any calendar
year are estimated to equal or exceed 110
percent of the adjusted base quota for that
year, the President is required to invoke that
quota on meat imports. The adjusted base
quota for 1966 Is 890.1 million pounds. The
level of estimated imports which would trig-
ger its imposition is 110 percent of this
quota, or 979.1 million pounds.

Secretary Freeman sald the estlmate of
fresh, chilled or frozen cattle meat and meat
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of goats and sheep, other than lamb, which
will be imported is based on actual imports
through July 1966, plus detalled trade sur-
veys by agricultural attachés and other in-
formation. The tabulation given below
shows that imports through July amounted
to 438 million pounds. Imports through
June totalled 377 million pounds, 100 million
pounds of which entered in the month of
June. Imports during July, however,
dropped to 61 million pounds.

Pursuant to the law, the Department will
continue to make quarterly determinations
of import prospects to advise the President of
any changes that may occur, Secretary Free~
man said.

Imports of meat subject to Public Law 88482,
by month, 1965, and January through July,

1966

[Million pounds]
Month: 1965 1966
JARURPYP L SR, L 28.2 51.4
Pebruaky Wbl Wil il ) e 84.5 60.3
MRl Ay e 68. 7 49.4
AT SR R L e 32.4 63.3
May - b2.8 52.0
it ] R e N S e S 42,1 100.2
P 1 i et ok DS 1 58.5 61.4
AUSUBE DS 59.9
Beptember ... . i __ 62.2
(6 17521, | e haliotyl s Ul 1 SR LN 64.4
November ___.._.___[_ 5. - 57.8
December oo oiooioil 63.7

METROPOLITAN REFORM

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in re-
cent years local government officials have
been subjected to tremendous pressure to
seek property tax revenue for provision
of needed public services. The relative
ability of localities to deal with their pub-
lic service needs varies greatly. This sit-
uation is particularly acute in our
metropolitan areas where each com-
munity has its own zoning and land-use
control without reference to its neighbors
and to the urban area as a whole.

The typical metropolitan picture to-
day finds some local communities siphon-
ing off lucrative types of development to
increase their tax base for production
of revenue in excess of expenditures,
while other communities seek to keep
governmental costs at & minimum by
only permitting low-density development.
One community will reap the tax reve-
nue advantage derived from the location
of a major plant or large regional shop-
ping center within its borders while
neighboring communities bear the costs
of the spillover effects in educating the
plant employees’ children or grappling
with the traffic generated by the new
development. The economic and fiscal
effects of these “revenue producers” have
placed local governing bodies in metro-
politan areas under heavy pressure to
zone large stretches of land for com-
mercial and industrial purposes. Thus
the property tax in these instances has
been converted into an instrument of
metropolitan disunity and fiscal reason-
ing has become a major justification for
zoning changes. State policy, however,
can do much to minimize this competi-
tive scramble for tax base among metro-
politan area local governments by equal-
izing local government finances so that
fiscal incentives for zoning are reduced.

A paper prepared by two members of
the staff of the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations for the 1966
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National Conference of the American In-
stitute of Planners suggests solutions to
overcome the local property tax-fiscal
zoning game. Several moderate, politi-
cally realistic proposals are suggested on
both the zoning and tax fronts. I be-
lieve these proposals can go a long way
toward harmonizing the principles of
local home rule with the growing need
for a more equitable method of taxing
land resources within our metropolitan

areas.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this paper, entitled “Metropoli-
tan Zoning and Tax Equalization Re-
forms—Cushioning the Impact of the
Divisive and Regressive Property Tax,”
be inserted in the Recoro at this point.

There being no objection, the staff
paper was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

METROPOLITAN ZONING AND TAx EQUALIZATION
REFORMS—CUSHIONING THE IMPACT OF THE
DIVISIVE AND REGRESSIVE PROPERTY Tax

(Prepared for the National Conference of the
American Institute of Planners, Portland,
Oreg., Aug. 14, 1966, by James Pickford and
John Shannon, senior analysts with the
Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations)

The first wave of metropolitan r:iop
ganizers, propelled by their efficiency prin-
ciples, . attempted to sweep aslde the dis-
orderly array of municipalities clustered
around the center city and leave in their
wake one community with one government.
Stunned by the massive resistance to this
all out assault on the principles of local
autonomy, the second wave of reformers
sought to pick up some political support
with the federation compromise. Under the
federation approach the oufer shell—com-
munity identification—of little principalities
would remain the same. However, those
functions of an areawide character would be
shifted to & regional government. The sur-
render of some local autonomy would be at
least partially compensated by representa-
tion on the areawide government. As is well
known, the list of accomplishments is short,
with innumerable qualifications.

A fine-grained look at metropolitan gov-
ernmental reorganization and cooperation,
at present being nurtured by the third wave
of metropolitan , Indicates a con-
tinuing serles of adaptations for the old
workhorses of reorganization—annexation,
use of extraterritorial powers, intergovern-
mental contracting. These adjustments to
our intergovernmental system are incre-
mental rather than revolutionary changes.
They clearly underscore the constraints
placed on reform by political reality. In
order to maximize public support for struc-
tural changes, the third wave of reformers
have learned to minimize the radical char-
acter of their proposed innovations.

THE PROPERTY TAX—AN INSTRUMENT OF

DISUNITY

The purpose of this paper is twofold: first,
to trace out the primary factors that have
converted the property tax into an instru-
ment of metropolitan disunity and second,
to suggest ways and means to take some of
the wind out of the salls of the local prop-
erty tax-fiscal zoning game.

- What are the rules of the game? Actually,
there are just two—local autonomy and
“winner takes all.” In essence, this local
autonomy means the city fathers can deter-
mine the way land will be used, the amount
of the property tax payoff (via the tax assess-
ment and rate route), and the slze of the
expenditure commitment (public service lev-
els and costs).
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The second rule—winner takes all-—brings
the fiscal zoning game into focus. For ex-
ample, there is always the hope that a large
share of the local tax burden can be ex-
ported via the pricing system to near and
distant neighbors by snagging the glant
shopping center, the Industrial research
park, or the massive public utility installa-
tion.

Operating under a curlous logic that goes
back at least to the Domesday Book of Wil-
liam the Congueror, each autonomous prin-
cipality has the unchallenged and exclusive
right to protect and to pump all taxable re-
sources within its domain. This winner take
all rule, perhaps, made sense or at least had
a few baneful effects in a rural economy.
However, with the property tax in 1966 ac-
counting for 85 percent of local tax revenue,
the typical metropolitan picture today finds
some local communities siphoning off lucra-
tive types of development to increase their
tax base for production of revenue in excess
of expenditures, while others seek to keep
governmental costs at a minimum by only
permitting low-density development. Fiscal
reasoning is frequently disguised or not offi-
clally recognized as justification for zoning
changes actually designed to carry out fiscal
policy. But it is indeed a rare case where
elaborate relationships between housing
costs, family Incomes, number of school chil-
dren, and other governmental services are
not figured in as arguments for or against
zoning changes.

Although by itself, zoning based on area-
wide planning will not solve disparity prob-
lems, it is nevertheless an indispensable part
of the solution. Adjusting planning respon-
sibilities so that larger units can tackle larger
problems, and equalizing local government
finances so that incentives for fiscal zoning
are eliminated, are also part of the solution.

The individual proposals advanced in this
paper for zoning and property tax reforms
are not revolutionary. While solutions have
been advanced for zoning and property tax
changes that would substantially reduce met-
ropolitan disunity, most appear too far from
the status quo to gain wide acceptance. How-
ever, if the problem is attacked on both
fronts with more moderate, politically realis-
tic proposals, it 1s believed that progress can
be made in minimizing metropolitan dis-
unity.

RESTRICTING LOCAL ZONING AUTHORITY

For local government to act responsibly, its
units must be large enough to consider 1s-
sues in context and balance the needs of di-
verse groups of people. Local governments,
based on either limited geographlcal or lim-
ited functional jurisdiction, acquire a higher
degree of special interest and, consequently,
are more likely to practice fiscal zoning.
Small suburban municipalities often fall into
this speclal interest category and may, indeed,
have incorporated specifically to gain or pro-
tect a speclally advantageous fiscal position.
Larger municipalities and counties, in con-
trast, usually represent a diversity of view-
points which make fiscal zoning objectives
less dominant. Thus, reservation by the
State legislature of zoning authority to large
municipalities or counties would reduce the
ability of the small interest municipalities to
practice fiscal zoning.

The Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations has suggested a way for
gearing in the planning structure of metro-
politan areas to facilitate more effective
county-municipal planning and zoning rela-
tlonships.! Under the proposal, the county
(a) reviews and approves certaln planning
and zoning actions of existing municipalities

11967 State Legislative Program of the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations. Washington, D.C., September
1966, p. 513.
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between 5,000 and 30,000 population; (b)
exercises its planning and zoning authority
in all existing municipalities of less than
5,000 population; and (c) exercises its plan-
ning and zoning authority in all future incor-
porations within the county until the popu-
lation of that municipality exceeds 30,000
within its territory.

‘The proposal, acknowledging political real-
ity, does not remove the power to zone or
plan from municipalities of more than 5,000
persons. Rather, it subjects certaln munieci-
pal actions to an approval procedure by a
larger unit of government and, in specified
instances, review by other municipalities.
Municipalities must refer any planning and
zoning proj 1s to the county that would
have the effect of (a) changing the types
of use of real property bordering major
county or State highways and parks; (b)
decreasing the front yard setback or mini-
mum lot width of any property abutting any
such county or State highway or park; (c)
connecting any new street into any such
highways; (d) connecting new drainage lines
into existing channel lines; and finally (e)
reducing residential densities to less than
three families per acre. These categories in-
clude virtually all local planning or zoning
actlons likely to have an effect beyond the
corporate limits, Thus, the absolute au-
thority of the little principality to determine
its land use is subject to the broader public
interest of the larger unit of government.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL EQUALIZATION

In contrast to this traditional metropoli-
tan reform approach—restructuring plan-
ning responsibilities of local jurisdictions—
proposals to compensate for loss of tax base
and for necessary land use adjustments must
be directed to offset fiscal disparities among
governments in a metropolitan area. The
thrust of the following approaches is essen-
tially to equalize local property tax loads
among local jurisdictions in metropolitan
areas, thereby reducing the incentives for fis-
cal zo . And not only will these actions
help remove the incentives for local officials
to pursue fiscal zoning practices; they also
appear to meet the test of political realism
for putting the programs into practice.

Planners, therefore, might consider lend-
ing thelr support to State action to bring
the property tax more in line with the prin-
ciple of federalism by limiting local prop-
erty tax rate decisions to the filnancing of
essentially local or municipal-type services.

School equalization policy: In order to
secure & more even distribution of tax rev-
enue generated by major industrial, commer-
clal, and utility wuses, this policy calls for
the State to partially neutralize local prop-
erty tax differentials by requiring (1) that
all classes of property within the State con-
tribute equally to a minimum school pro-
gram through a State-mandated local prop-
erty tax rate levied in each county, and (2)
that collections in excess of a specified per
pupll expenditure be transferred to the State
for redistribution to less wealthy counties.?
Typleally, school rates account for about half
of the total local rate. Thus, State action
designed to secure a more equal distribution
of the property tax resource behind each
pupil would also substantially reduce total
local property tax differentials.

The time has come to overthrow the con~
cept that the winner takes all the revenue
advantages that may flow from an industrial
or regional shopping center location. The
pressing demands for higher public service
levels no longer permit the grossly inequi-
table distribution of property tax resources.
The quality of a child’s education should
not hinge on whether an industrial plant

? See legislation suggested by the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
ibid., p. 233.
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is located within the school district. While
this partial equalization policy still acknowl-
edges the primary claim of the place of resi-
dence of the plant, it also recognizes the
need for a more uniform distribution of
taxable resources to finance the spillover
burdens that result from commutation and
the fractionation of local government.

While the champions of local autonomy
may view this proposal as extremely dam-
aging to their cause, it can be argued with
some justification that it prevents a bad
situation from getting much worse. Unless
the advocates of local autonomy are willing
to make some concessions, more radical rem-
edies will be imposed by the State. Adop-
tion of this policy would go a long way to-
ward eliminating fiscal zoning practices—a
force that is tending to balkanize the metro-
politan community—and insure the demise
of industrial tax havens.

If we follow this school equalization prin-
ciple, the truly local property tax could be
rationalized on a benefits received basis and
the tax would approximate a moderate
users’ charge. It would finance such general
government services as the courts, police,
sanitation, and fire services, as well as such
local facilities as neighborhood parks and
streets.

Because welfare and educational programs
have assumed vital importance for the well-
being of the State and the nation, the qual-
ity of these services should not be deter-
mined by the accidents of geography, the size
of the local property tax base, or the willing-
ness of local tax rate authorities to under-
write such a program, Once we fully accept
the idea that education and welfare pro-
grams have acquired State and natlonal
character, we are then either in a position to
ghift most of this financial burden off the
back of the local property tax and onto the
broader shoulders of State and Federal rev-
enue producers, or to embark on extensive
State or Federal equalization programs that
can effectively neutralize the accidents of
geography and the variations in local fiscal
capacity.

In the case of many public welfare and
health programs, we have already taken the
nonproperty tax route and shifted responsi-
bility upward. In the last thirty years, the
Federal and State governments have taken
over responsibility for both the treatment
and the prevention of indigency—responsi-
bliity that historically had rested with the
family and local community.

The growing public concern today about
disparities in educational opportunity clearly
reflects sharp increase In public awareness of
the fact that education has lost its local
character., Significant changes in the con-
ventional wisdom of financing educational
services are belng widely discussed.

The Advisory Commission has
suggested legislation to eliminate intercom-
munity disparities in educational opportu-
nity. The Commission suggests that a basic
program at an adequate expenditure level
(8500 per pupil) be financed jointly at the
State and the county level. The program
would gather the property tax resources of
the entire State in suport of a mandated
minimum level of per pupil expenditures in
local districts. This would eliminate those
causes that have given birth to the practice
of fiscal zoning to either (1) shield certain
properties from the burdens of financing
education, or (2) reduce the cost of operat-
ing public schools in particular districts.

OTHER PROPERTY TAX REFORMS

Two other property tax reforms, full dis-
closure assessment policy and hardship relief
policy, are of particular interest to planners:
the first, because it could set off badly needed
assessment reforms; and the second, because
of its impact in equalizing public service and
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economic disparities among communities in
metropolitan areas.

Full disclosure assessment policy: Perhaps
the most promising State reform policy is
simply to advocate that property taxpayers
be given a full and complete report on the
fractional assessment practices of local tax
officials.

A full disclosure assessment policy rests
on the premise that if local assessors deviate
from the State legal valuation standard (full
value in most States), property owners have
a right to know what fraction of estimated
market value i1s being used for tax assess-
ment practices. Only with this assessment
ratio Information can the property owner
readily determine whether his assessment is
fair. To put the issue in another way, if a
local assessor is attempting to assess prop-
erty at 30 percent of market value, this fact
should be made as public as possible in order
to minimize the number of inequitable as-
sessments. In the absence of full disclosure,
the so-called “public” tax roll becomes & con-
venient graveyard in which the local asses-
sor can bury his mistakes.

There are two reasons for belleving that
a full disclosure policy might be able to trig-
ger more far-reaching assessment reforms.
First, while the great mass of taxpayers may
not be partlicularly interested in beating the
drums for the selection of assessment officials
on the basis of demonstrated ability, they
can be expected to be more receptive to a
poliey which would enable them to judge the
falrness of their own assessments. Second,
& full disclosure policy would dramatize as-
gsessment inequalities, and thereby generate
more support from the general public and
the tax officlals for proposals calling for in-
stitutional and administrative reforms.

Suggested legislative language for imple-
menting a full disclosure policy is set forth
in a model property tax bill prepared by the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations.?

Hardshlp property tax rellef policy: Ad-
ministrative reforms, however, fall short of
going to the heart of the property tax prob-
lem. Or to put it in another way, if by
some stroke of a magic wand the local asses-
sor could equalize all property tax assess-
ments at full value, or some uniform per-
centage thereof, the collection of this tax
would still create special hardships for prop-
erty owners with low incomes.

Although the value of the family residence
served as a fairly good proxy of ability to
pay taxes In a rural soclety, total household
income stands out as a far more precise meas-
ure of taxable capacity in our modern ur-
ban soclety.

The point must be emphasized that an af-
fluent soclety should be able to finance its
public services without forecing low income
households through the property tax wring-
er.
Perhaps the most notable attempt to draw
the regressive stinger from the property tax
can be found In Wisconsin’s 1964 tax credit
plan that provides substantial property tax
relief to low income elderly persons—both
homeowners and renters meeting specified
income criteria. This tax rellef program is
financed from State funds and administered
by the Income Tax Division of the Wiscon-
sin State Tax Department.

The Wisconsin legislature took the posi-
tion that if an elderly householder has to
turn over more than 5 percent of total in-

2 See ibid., preparation of assessment ratio
studies and publication of assessment ratlo
information, pp. 129ff.; and effect of assess-
ment ratio evidence, pp. 134ff. For analysis
of property tax issues, see the Advisory Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Relations, The
Role of the States in Strengthening the Prop-
erty Tazx, 2 Volumes, June 1963.
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come to the residential property tax collec-
tor, he was confronted with an extraordinary
burden and that amount in excess of 5 per-
cent is either refunded by the State to the
property owner, or applied as a direct credit
against his State income tax if the taxpayer
falls in that category.

The critical need is to convince State leg-
islative bodles that (a) household income is
the most effective measure of ability to pay
taxes, and (b) that the State (not the local
governments) should assume responsibility
for financing a property tax rebate program
for those persons deemed to be carrying ex-
cessive property tax loads in relation to
family income.

This proposal, of course, will not please
those advocating that rates and taxes, levied
only on unimproved capital value, would
have beneficial effects on urban land use
patterns. It would, in some Instances, have
instead the effect of retalning land in less
than its highest and best use. Many of the
elderly and the poor, who have homes in
neighborhoods where land values are rising
as commercial and apartment uses replace
single-family uses, would be “protected” and
thus frustrate those whose primary objective
is a rational land use pattern. In its pure
form, the land tax sacrifices the poor on the
altar of highest and best use—a situation
that the political leadership in most coun-
tries found politically intolerable. “Hard-
ship” exemptions to permit such people to
retain their homes and farms in these tran-
sitional neighborhoods have been enacted
thus negating the objective of the use of this
tax to influence land use patterns.

It should be noted that this type of prop-
erty tax relief, geared to family income,
moves in the “right direction” from the
standpoint of intercommunity equalization.
Because the poor tend to cluster together
and because the rich do likewise, the mail-
man would deliver more property tax re-
fund checks in low income communities than
he would in wealthier municipalities. This
should interest those persons seeking to re-
duce public service and flnancial disparities
among municipalities in metropolitan areas.

CONCLUSION

All of the approaches discussed above are
based on recognition that the best way to
deal with some of our principal difficulties is
indirectly, not by frontal attack. Three con-
siderations should be kept in mind. First, as
long as planning controls are run by local
governments heavily dependent upon the
local real property tax, this will act as a
severe brake on progress unless planners de-
velop more sophisticated notions of how tax
devices might be used to reduce fiscal zoning
incentives. Second, the problem of rectify-
ing unfair treatment of property owners will
come from raising the standards of local
public administration rather than from
creating new legal rights, enforceable in
court. Finally, as Norman Willlams has
stated:

“Much of American planning and plan-
ning controls are now in the service of some
of the more unattractive aspects of our life:
soclal snobbery, exclusionism, the anti-tax
hysterla, and so on. Now the underlying in-
terethnic strains have been an historic prob-
lem in a ecountry such as ours, and are cer-
tainly obvious now. Yet the long term pe-
riod is toward a wider effectiveness for the
democratic ideal, of tolerance and equal op-
portunity and mutual respect, extending
into more areas of life. For some things we
can depend on this; and for some we shall
have to wait upon it.” ¢

‘ Norman Williams, Jr., “Development Con-
trols and Planning Controls: The View From
1964,” Proceedings of the 1964 Annual Con-
ference, American Institute of Planners,
Washington, D.C., p. 87.
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UTAH SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA
PLAYS IN ATHENIAN AMPHI-
THEATER

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, it has been
hard to put into words what it meant
to the people of Utah to have their sym-
phony orchestra play in the 2,000-year-
old Odeon of Herodes Atticus Amphi-
theater in Athens, Greece, recently.

And it has been equally difficult for
those of us who were fortunate enough
to accompany the orchestra to Greece,
and to participate in the opening concert
and the events which surrounded it, to
pass on to others the special quality of
the occasion.

But Harold Lundstrom, Deseret News
music editor, has caught the pride and
glory of the visit, as well as the color and
the spirit in a feature article, entitled
“A New Greek Odyssey,” and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be carried in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

A New GREEE ODYSSEY
(By Harold Lundstrom)

“The grand objective of traveling is to see
the shores of the Mediterranean. On these
shores were the four great empires of the
world—the Assyrian, the Persian, the Greek,
and the Roman. All our religion, most all of
our arts, almost all that sets us above the
savage has come to us from the shores of the
Mediterranean.”—Dr.  SAMUEL  JOHNSON
(1709-1784) .

The Utah Symphony Orchestra’s Greek
Odyssey was 84 musicians arriving in Athens,
not on the winged horse Pegasus, but in a
chartered TWA Boeing 707, non-stop from
New York . . . And it was their coming into
the bustling capital of Greece not stealthily
in a Trojan Wooden Horse, but being en-
thusiastically hailed by the official Greek
Travel and Athens Festival agencles . . . It
was also not to defeat Greece in any kind
of physical encounter but to win the warm
and friendly Athenians through the great
and inspiring art, music.

The Symphony Odyssey was rehearsing in
the downtown old, but not ancient, up on
the third floor Rex Theater . . . And it was
to meet an always emiling operator of an
elevator (that was ancient), and a half dozen
of the most efficient stage hands in the busi-
ness . . . It was also to see a dozen Greek
music critics (from Athens' 14 dally news-
papers) and a half-dozen other rehearsal lis-
teners become quietly excited when Princess
Sophia and Princess Irene, sisters to King
Constantine, and a half-hour later, their
Queen Mother, widow of the late King Paul,
arrive and sit in on every rehearsal proceed-
ings . .. And it was to watch out the window
when the three made their exit onto the side-
walk three stories below and see a crowd of a
thousand Athenians applaud them warmly
as they entered their cars . . . And it was to
reflect that in the 25-year-history of the
Utah Symphony Orchestra, It had never be-
fore experienced the friendliness of royalty
attending its rehearsals. . . .

The symphony odyssey was to see the
presidents and secretaries, and their wives,
from the 36 Rotary Clubs in Greece plus an-
other hundred local Rotarians and wives fete
their international president, Richard L.
Evans, and Mrs. Evans, at a banquet In
the plush Grande Bretagne Hotel. Though
they were able to include only two days in
Athens from their hectic schedule of visit-
ing Rotary Clubs throughout Europe, Elder
and Mrs. Evans couldn’t have left a more
enthusiastic group of admirers if they had
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stayed a month—and the cause of people-
to-people understanding was impressively en-
hanced. ...

The Symphony Odyssey was the un-
dreamed-of compliment to Christopher Athas
when he was personally served by the Queen
Mother at a private buffet supper at the
Royal Palace. The modest Salt Lake pharma-
cist, understandably embarrassed, remon-
strated about his being served by Her Maj-
esty, but she interrupted him to say, “This
is my privilege in appreciation for your hav-
ing done so much for both our countries.”

. » And it prompted Sen. FrRang E. Moss,
who was officlally representing the United
States at the Utah Symphony Orchestra con-
certs and functions, to say to Mr. Athas when
they motored back to their hotel: “Chris,
can I touch you?”

The Symphony Odyssey was Vice President
HuperT HUMPHREY cabling from Washington,
D.C.: “My warmest salutations and best
wishes to the Utah Symphony on its initial
performance in the Athens Festlval and my
special compliments to Maestro Abravanel,
the members of the Utah Sypmphony, to
President Ashton, and to Miss Gina Bachauer,
the guest performer with the Symphony in
Athens, I send the best wishes of the Amer-
ican people for a noteworthy performance in
Athens and in the concerts which follow"
. . . And Miss Bachauer’s cable, in the op-
posite direction, to Utah's Gov. Calvin L.
Rampton: “I am deeply touched by the hon-
or you have graciously conferred on me. I
am proud to be an honorary citizen of the
State of Utah and as such I am personal-
ly proud of the triumphs of the Utah Sym-
phony Orchestra and Maestro Abravanel in
Greece. Your newest cltizen salutes you.”
It was also Miss Bachauer telling her hus-
band, the British conductor, Alex Sherman,
in theilr car on the way from the United
States Embassy, where the honorary citizen-
ship was conferred by Senator Moss and U.S.
Ambassador Phillips Talbot, to the 2,000-
year-old Odeon of Herodes Atticus Amphi-
theater, while I sat in the back seat holding
her long black concert gown: “Alec, you bet-
ter be good to me. If you don't, I'll go to
Utah where I am—but you are not—a citi-
zen'. ...

The Symphony QOdyssey was Maurice Abra-
vanel returning to the city of his birth,
Salonika (Thessoloniki is the Greek's word
for it) in the happiest of times with its
centuries-old trade fair that was attracting
120,000 persons daily, an international film
festival, an American jazz festival, and an
American gospel singing ensemble . . . At
the three Athens concerts, the breathtaking
and inspiring Acropolis was high above us;
at the two Salonika concerfs held in the
Theater of the Forest atop the highest moun-
tain, the beautiful twinkling lights of the
city, the trade fair, and the harbor and ships
were all visible far below us, and it was also
breathtaking , . . And the significance of
being in Greece came with an impact Sun-
day morning on top of the Mediterranean
Hotel when our genial host, John A, Vafiades,
retired U.S, Consul to Salonika, sald, “Do
you see that mountain top above the clouds?"
as he polnted southwest, far across the
Aegean Sea: “That's Mount Olympus! home
of the Greek gods you studied when you were
a school boy.”

The Symphony Odyssey was the great
round of applause, and the song, “For He's
a Jolly Good TFellow,” given the young
violinist, John Steiner, when he received a
cable in Salonika during Sunday lunch that
he was the father of a seven-pound son in
Salt Lake City . . . And it was the mothers
in the orchestra—Eatherine Peterson, for
one of many examples—who became very
homesick for their children . . . It was also
Lucy Abravanel accldentally dropping her
watch into the Aegean Sea near Athens and
having her husband, Maurice, say, “There is
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nothing worse for a watch than salt water.”
Which prompted Lucy immediately to drop
it in a glass of fresh water—"to wash out the
salt” . .. It was Alice Athas, always going at
full speed, sending bouquets to every Greek
official who was lending “his good offices”
for the success of the Utah Symphony Or-
chestra’s participation in the Athens Festi-
val . . . Appropriately, the Symphony Odys-
sey was also Mrs. John M. (Glenn) Wallace
(president of the Utah Civil Ballet) being
introduced and toasted dozens of times at
banquets, receptions, and dinner partles for
her work as a founder of the Utah Sym-
phony Orchestra and as second president of
its Board of Directors during its early and
critical days.

And the Symphony Odyssey was a group of
Athens teenagers watching as a bus returned
with members of the Orchestra from the
opening night concert. Recognizing the mu-
slcians by their formal attire, the teenagers
sent up a round of applause and “Bravos!”
that made every single effort of the Utah
Symphony's getting to the Athens Festival
and its graclous Greeks worthwhile.

ASTRONAUTS RECOGNIZE PART-
NERS OF THE ALLIANCE PRO-
GRAM

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
invite the attention of Senators to
a significant ceremony that took place
on September 17, the opening day of the
Second Inter-American Conference of
the Partners of the Alliance in Rio de
Janeiro. Mr. James H. Boren, Director
of the Partners of the Alliance programs,
presented to the people of Brazil a letter
from Astronaut Thomas P. Stafford, cer-
tifying that the postage stamp affixed to
his letter and autographed by both Staf-
ford and Eugene Cernan, and carried by
them in Gemini IX, was in fact the first
stamp to orbit the earth.

Last March 14, the Government of
Brazil issued a blue and green airmail
stamp to honor the Alliance for Prog-
ress and the United States and Brazilian
States participating in the Partners of
the Alliance program in their country.
Astronaut Stafford carried several of
these Brazilian stamps with him on the
recent Gemini IX space mission.

At the time of the presentation, Boren
noted that Astronaut Stafford is a mem-
ber of the executive board of the Texas
Partners of the Alliance, who are joined
with Peru, and is also serving as an ad-
viser to the Oklahoma Partners in their
activities with Mexico. Boren stated:

I think it significant that a U.S. Astronaut
who is working in a Texas-Peru Partnership
and advising a Mexico-Oklahoma activity
carried a Brazilian stamp honoring all citi-
zens of the Americas. This is in keeping
with the spirit of the Alliance for Progress.

Mr. President, Missouri takes added
pride in announcing this space first be-
cause of the fact that the Gemini IX mis-
sion was carried out in a Missouri-made
capsule of McDonnell Aircraft of St.
Louis. Missouri was the 10th State to
be joined in partnership with a State in
Brazil. Recently a Missouri program de-
velopment team traveled to their partner
area of Para to lay the groundwork for
cooperation and interchange between the
peoples of Para and Missouri.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the letter of September 12 from Lt.




October 11, 1966

Col. Thomas P. Stafford, the news story
of the presentation noted in the Brazil
Herald for September 21, and the re-
marks of Mr. Boren at the ceremony be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION, MANNED SPACE-
CRAFPT CENTER,

Houston, Tezx., September 12, 1966.

Mr. JameEs M. BOREN,

Director, Partners of the Alliance, Alliance
for Progress, Agency for International
Development, Washington, D.C.

Dear Jma: I regret that my duties in the
Apollo program prevent me from participat-
ing in the second Inter-American Conference
of the Partners of the Alllance to be held
in Rio de Janeiro. I am very happy to be
associated with the efforts of the peoples of
the Americas, who are working through the
partnership program, to help to realize the
objectives of the Alliance for Progress.

Attached to this letter is one of the Part-
ners of the Alliance stamps which was issued
by Brazil in recognition of citizen level par-
ticipation in the Alliance. This stamp was
carried by me in the flight of Geminl IX,
carried out by Gene Cernan and me on June
3, 1966.

I think it would be particularly appropri-
ate at the time of the Conference in Rio de
Janeiro for this stamp to be presented to
the people of Brazil and symbolically to all
citizens participating in the great work in
the Alliance for Progress. I would, there-
fore, appreciate your making the presenta-
tion in my behalf.

Sincerely,
THOMAS P. STAFFORD,
Lieutenant Colonel, USAF,
NASA Astronaut.

[From the Brazil Herald, Rio de Janeiro and
Sdo Paulo, Sept. 21, 1966]
BraziL’s COMMEMORATIVE STAMP ORBITS
ABOARD GEMINI NINE

R10o DE JANEIRO.—A Brazilian “Partners of
the Alliance” postage stamp, carried by Astro-
naut Tom Stafford on his Geminl 9 orbits
around the world, was presented to the
Brazilian people by Jim Boren, Director of
the Partners of the Alliance Program, in a
ceremony Monday before the 243 participants
at the Second Inter-American Partners of the
Alliance Conference. The stamp was ac-
cepted by Brazilian Ambassador Pio Corréa on
behalf of the Brazilian people.

. “It is a genuine pleasure to present to the

people of Brazil and symbolically to all citi-
zens of the Americas participating in the
work of the Alllance for Progress this Part-
ners of the Alllance stamp—the first stamp
to orbit the earth,” Boren sald in the pres-
entation ceremony.

Boren said that when Astronauts Thomas
Stafford and Eugene Cernan circled the
earth in Gemini 8 they were conducting a
search for greater knowledge and understand-
ing about the universe, but that their flight
was also a great flight for the Alliance for

ess,

“When Geminl 9 made its flight Astronaut
Tom Stafford carried with him thig Partners
of the Alliance stamp. I think it significant
that a United States astronaut who is work-
ing in a Texas-Peru partnership and advis-
ing a Mexico-Oklahoma activity carried a
Brazilian stamp honoring all citizens of the
Americas. This is in keeping with the spirit
of the Alllance for Progress.”

Astronaut Stafford is a member of the
Board of Directors of the Texas Partners of
the Alllance, and an advisor to the Okla-
homa Partners of the Alliance.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

BeEMarks oF James M. BorenN, DIRECTOR,
PARTNERS OF THE ALLIANCE PROGRAMS,
UrON PRESENTING PARTNERS OF THE AL~
LIANCE STAMP TO AMBASSADOR P10 CORREA

When Astronauts Thomas Stafford and
Eugene Cernan circled the earth in the
flight of Gemini 9 on June 3, 1966, they
were conducting a search for greater knowl-
edge and understanding about the uni-
verse. But that flight of Gemini 9 was also
a great flight for the Alliance for Progress.

Astronaut Stafford is a member of the
Board of Directors of the Texas Partners of
the Alliance and an advisor to the Okla-
homa Partners of the Alllance. He is an
active partner and he knows of the work
all of you are doing in this program.

He also knows of the great honor which
was bestowed on your efforts when Brazil
issued the Partners of the Alllance stamp
earlier this year.

When Geminl 9 made its flight, Astronaut
Tom Stafford carried with him this Partners
of the Alliance Stamp. I think it is signifi-
cant that a United States Astronaut who is
working In a Texas-Peru partnership and
advising in a Mexico-Oklahoma activity car-
rled a Brazillan stamp honoring all eiti-
zens of the Americas. This is in keeping
with the spirit of the Alliance for Progress.

It is a genuine pleasure to present to the
people of Brazil and symbolically to all citi-
zens of the Americas participating in the
work of the Alllance for Progress this
Partners of the Alllance stamp—the first
stamp to orbit the earth.

THE TWO CHINAS

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, occasion-
ally in this business a fellow reads an
editorial which so completely squares
with his own line of thought that he im-
mediately puts it down in the “I-wish-I-
had-said-that” category.

Today's lead editorial in the Wash-
ington Daily News is a case in point. In
my opinion, the editorial writer makes an
unanswerable argument against the rec-
ognition of Red China and its admission
to the United Nations at this juncture
of history. He also points out with su-
preme clarity the differences which have
evolved in the degrees of personal op-
portunity and human happiness in Free
China under Chiang Kai-shek compared
with those developing in Red Communist
China under Mao.

All in all, this is an editorial which I
think Congress and the country should
read and study carefully. I ask that it
be printed at this point in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE Two CHINAS

When the Red Army swept to power in
China in 1949 and Chiang Kai-shek's beaten
Nationalist forces retreated to the island of
Talwan, many governments welcomed the
communist regime with diplomatic recogni-
tion, trade and cultural exchange. The com-
munists were widely regarded as the “real”
rulers of China, and the Nationalists as justly
bound for the dustbin of history.

But look how that picture has changed.
Red China celebrated its 17 years of power
{Dn Oct. 1) at a time of internal convulsion
and increasing international isolation and
contempt. The Red Guards are on the ram-

page, Communist Party officlals are under
attack, Mao is hysterically hailed as a new
god, and global war is preached by his new
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heir apparent, Lin-Plao. The men in power
are on the outs with their ex-patron, the
Soviet Union, former friend, India, erstwhile
axis-ally Indonesia, and African nations that
welcomed Peking officials only to discover
they were subversive agents.

Nationalist China celebrated yesterday, the
55th anniversary of its founding. Chiang has
matched Mao in longevity, and far surpassed
him in the happiness he has brought to his
people these past 17 years.

Based on the solid foundation of land re-
form, the economy of Talwan has increased
fivefold the past dozen years. The 12 million
populace enjoys one of the highest stand-
ards of llving in Asia. The United States
was able to end its economic aid a year ago.
Today Nationalist China not only sells its
sugar, TV sets, air conditioners and fans
thruout Southeast Asia, but maintains a con-
siderable foreign aid program of its own,
chiefly in Africa. There is still no perfect
democracy on Taiwan, but there is infinitely
more freedom than on the mainland,

This contrast between a communist China
full of nastiness and turmoil and a Nation-
alist China that is a model of development
and prosperity is not merely interesting. It
is important. It is important that the secu-
rity and independence of Nationalist China
be upheld.

Shortly at the United Nations will come
the annual effort to give the communists the
China seat, to the exclusion of Nationalist
China. Hopefully it will fail. There are
governments that want Red China in the UN
in the sincere bellef that as a UN member,
the Peking regime would be “pressured” into
toning down its belligerence and would agree
to peace in Southeast Asla, disarmament and
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
(We have our doubts on that.) But the ma-
Jjority of nations that would be willing to
take that chance nonetheless are unwilling
to oust Nationalist China as part of the
bargain.

Our view is that Red China should be kept
out, as usual, and Nationalist China should
be upheld. Red China's application for
membership never has looked so shoddy.
Nationalist China's credentials as a member
never have looked so good.

THE PAR PURCHASE OF FHA AND VA
MORTGAGES

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I
deeply regret the administration’s recent
decision to defer the use of the $1 billion
of special assistance funds the Congress
voted for the par purchase of FHA and
VA mortgages on low-priced homes. We
all know that homebuilding has suf-
fered a tremendous setback this year and
that current commitments for the con-
struction of new homes are down 50 per-
cent or more in many, if not most, areas
of our country. This disturbing setback
will cause severe unemployment among
the building trades’ workers and should
properly be of paramount concern to this
or any administration. For these rea-
sons, I think the decision, admittedly a
budgetary one, of not spending this bil-
lion dollars, when it is so obviously much
needed, is cutting expenditures at the
wrong spot at the wrong time, and rather
cold heartedly.

I fully realize that the administration
has made other changes in Fannie Mae’s
operations which, over the long run, will
assist the homebuilding industry. In-
creasing the price ceiling from $15,000 to
$17,500 on existing homes, for example,
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was a step in the right direction. Rais-
ing the price of new homes eligible for
purchase to $25,000 also will be of valu-
able assistance. However, any builder
can tell you that the timelag between
announcing these changes and imple-
menting these new regulations into new
construction is very considerable. Thus
while these moves will help in the future,
it is mueh too far in the distance to be
of help today. It is even more important
that the $1 billion special assistance fund
be made available immediately to at least
help slow down unemployment.

BIG BROTHER

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr., Presi-
dent, the editor of the Sikeston Stand-
ard from Sikeston, Mo., is to be congrat-
ulated on an excellent editorial, entitled
“Protection of Privacy,” which appeared
in the April 26, 1966, edition of his news-
paper. The editorial summarizes many
recent developments relating to inva-
sions of privacy.

The editorial points out that although
most Americans are “inured to living in
the fishbowl age,” there are limits. I
urge my colleagues to read this well-
written and comprehensive editorial and
ask unanimous consent to insert the edi-
torial at this point in the Recorp,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PROTECTION OF PRIVACY

Congress is looking for new ways to pro-
tect the privacy of the American citizen
without creating more problems than it
solves. The right to privacy is now—thanks
to two Supreme Court decisions of the past
year—backed by constitutional guarantees.
Nevertheless actual encroachment on the
privacy of the individual appears to be less
escapable than ever.

The trouble is that, in the modern world,
& large measure of privacy 1s necessarily
sacrificed and the loss can be mitigated only
slightly by new laws. Our soclety requires
extensive record-keeping on every individ-
ual. This is a cradle-to-grave process that
begin with footprinting the newborn infant
and ends only with the cause-of-death nota-
tion on the death certificate. -

Over a life span, the dossier piles up: data
on parents, medical records, school reports,
intelligence and psychological test scores,
Job histories, credit facts, and so on. Some
of this information on the individual gives
up himself, often through filling out the
Innumerable questionnaires that come his
way. The remainder is obtained without
his knowledge from sources not known to
him.

The result is that more personal data on
the average mid-20th century American be
picked up by a routine check in a few days
than scholars have been able to uncover
about Willlam Shakespeare—a well-known
actor in his day—after four centuries of
digging. And most Americans are so inured
to living in the fishbowl age, they willingly
disclose information about themselves which
their forebears would have considered no-
body's business but thelir own.

But there are limits, even for the privacy-
stripped American of today. A few weeks
ago, for instance, the State Department put
a stop to the practice of asking U.8. em-
bassles to keep watch on American travelers
“considered controversial” In a highly
publicized case of a different sort, the presi-
dent of General Motors Corp. apologized on
March 22 before a Senate subcommittee for
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hiring a detective agency to pry into the
private life of a subcommittee witness.
Ralph Nader had written a book and had
given testimony critical of the industry for
neglect of safety in automobiles design.

No less than a half-dozen congressional
subcommittees have investigated some phase
of the privacy invasion question over the
past year or so. Some of their revelations
led to corrective action. The Post Office De-
partment closed down the peepholes through
which its agents spied on employees in lock-
er rooms and toilets. Of more general ap-
plication, the Department curtalled a long-
standing practice of placing mall covers—
that is, recording information on the enve-
lopes of letters delivered to particular ad-
dressees—for use by an investigative agency.

Another area where limits on privacy in-
vasion are being sought involves the use of
hidden eavesdropping devices. Practically
everyone is agreed that private snooping
through wiretapping or the secret placement
of miniature microphones and transmitters
should have no place in American life. The
big argument is under what conditions the
police should be allowed to use them in the
war on crime,

Telephone tapping was presumably out-
lawed by Congress in 1934, yet the practice
still goes on. Evidence galned from wire-
tapping is permitted in some state (though
no federal) courts. The Justice Department
has long sought legislation to permit law
enforcers to tap phones in crime investiga-
tlons. However, Attorney General Nicholas
deB. Eatzenbach told a Senate Subcommit-
tee on March 22 it would be better for Con-
gress to ban all wiretapping outright than
to leave the situation in its present ambigu-
ous state.

The new minlature eavesdropping devices
present an even more difficult control prob-
lem. The Federal Communications Com-
mission adopted a rule, effective on April 8,
forbidding private citizens to use radio
devices to eavesdrop, but left it up to the
states to decide whether their police should
use them. In New York State, a court held
on March 1 that court orders permitting
police eavesdropping by such a device were
invalid because contrary to the Fourth
Amendment to the Constitution governing
search and selzure.

REPORT FROM VIETNAM BY NEIL
SHEEHAN, OF THE NEW YORK
TIMES

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
Mr, Neil Sheehan, of the New York
Times, has been reporting on Vietnam
since 1962. I have read many perceptive
reports from his pen during the past sev-
eral years. His long experience in that
country, together with his obvious im-
partiality, rationality, and superb style,
makes his latest report on Vietnam, pub-
lished in the New York Times Magazine
of October 9, 1966, the best report on
Vietnam that has come to my attention
in recent months. I commend it to the
attention of all Members of Congress and
to the public, as well.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Not A Dove, Bur No LONGER A HAWK
(By Neil Sheehan)

Americans, because they are Americans,
arrive In Vietnam full of enthusiasm and
with the best of intentions. After a pro-
longed period of residence, they leave with
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their enthusiasm a victim of the cynicism
that pervades Vietnamese life and with their
good intentions lost somewhere in a paddy
fleld, I am no exception, When I first
walked across the tarmac of Salgon’s Tan-
sonnhut Airport on a warm evening in April,
1862, nervous that the customs officers might
not accept the journalist’s visa I had hur-
riedly obtained from the South Vietnamese
consulate in Hong Kong, I believed in what
my country was doing in Vietnam. With
military and economic aid and a few thou-
sand pilots and Army advisers, the United
States was attempting to help the non-Com-
munists Vietnamese bulld a viable and in-
dependent nation-state and defeat a Com-
munist guerrilla insurgency that would sub-
ject them to a dour fyranny. This seemed
to me a worthy cause and something that
needed to be done if other Southeast Asian
peoples were to be allowed some freedom of
choice in determining their course in history.
Although I often disagreed with the imple-
mentation of American policy during my first
two years in Vietnam, I was in accord with
its basic alms.

I remember distinetly the thrill of climbing
aboard a U.S, Army helicopter in the cool of
the morning and taking off across the rice
flelds with a South Vietnamese battalion for
& day’s jousting with the Vietcong guerrillas.
There was hope then that the non-Commu-
nist Vietnamese might win their war. I was
proud of the young American pilots sitting
at the controls in the cockpit and I was grate-
ful for the opportunity to witness this ad-
venture and to report it. We are fighting
now, I used to think, and some day we will
triumph and this will be a better country,

There were many disappointments those
first two years, but when I left Vietnam in
1964, I was still, to use the current parlance,
a hawk. I returned to Saigon in 1965 for
another year. Now I have left again, and
much has changed, There were 17,000 Amer-
ican servicemen in Vietnam at the time of
my first departure and there are now 317,000
and I, while not a dove, am no longer a
hawk.

If I had been wiser and could have fore-
seen the present consequences of that earlier
and relatively small-scale American inter-
vention in the affairs of this country, I doubt
that I would have been enthusiastic during
those first two years. I realize now, perhaps
because this past year has impressed upon
me more forcefully the realitles of the war
and of Vietnamese society, that I was naive in
believing the non-Communist Vietnamese
could defeat the Communist insurgency and
build a decent and progressive soclal struc-
ture.

At a farewell dinner before my second
departure from Saigon, the conversation
drifted to the endlessly discussed but never
resolved problem of gaining the sympathy
of the peasantry. My host was a Viethamese
general, Involuntarily retired through the
vagaries of Salgon politics. To amuse us, he
recounted an episode that had occurred in
mid-1953 while he was commander of
Franco-Vietnamese troops in the province
of Buichu in what s now Communist North
Vietnam.

That year, the Vietminh guerrillas, as the
Vietcong were formerly called, accelerated
their land-reform program. Communist
cadres began confiscating the rice flelds of
landlords and dividing them up among the
peasantry. To compete with the Vietminh
and to arouse some popular support for the
cause of his feeble Government and for
France, the pro-French Emperor, Bao Dal,
issued a decree reducing land rents from the
traditional 40 to 50 per cent of the rice crop
to 15 per cent.

Buichu was a predominantly Roman
Catholic province. The two principal land-
lords there were the Catholic Bishop and
the father of the Interlor Minister in Bao
Dal’s Government. My host knew he would
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have to gain the Bishop's cooperation if he
was successfully to enforce the decree.

“Impossible,” said the Bishop. “How can
I feed 3,000 priests, nuns, seminarians and
coolies on 15 per cent of the crop?”

“I agree, Your Excellency,” sald my host,
“it will be difficult. But perhaps it is better
to make sacrifices now while there is still
time. If we don’t do something to win the
sympathy of the population, you may lose
more than your rice. You may lose your
Bishopric, your land and perhaps even your
head.”

“Impossible,” said the Bishop. "I will
write to the Interior Minister.”

Three months later, for attempting to
implement the decree despite the Bishop's
opposition, my friend was removed on the
initiative of the Interior Minister. By the
following summer, the Vietminh were so
strong in Buichu that the French decided to
evacuate the province. The Bishop, his
priests, nuns and seminarians fled to Hanol
and thence to South Vietnam when the
Geneva accords shortly thereafter sealed
France's defeat at Dienbienphu and divided
Vietnam at the 17th Parallel.

Over the 13 years since 1853, the United
States has supplanted France in Vietnam.
Yet among the Vietnamese themselves, the
two opposing sides have changed little.

Precolonial Vietnam was administered by
mandarins drawn from the merchant and
land-owning families. When France colo-
nized the country in the 19th century, much
of this native aristocracy became, in effect,
colonial civil servants, intermediaries be-
tween their own people and the foreigner.
During the First Indochina War these Viet-
namese, with a stake in the traditional so-
clety which a French presence would pre-
serve, cooperated with France. Now the same
Vietnamese, for identical reasons, cooperate
with the United States.

Alr Vice Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky, the cur-
rent Premier of South Vietnam, was a French
pilot. On occasional visits to the country-
side he appears before the peasants in a trim
black flight suit with a lavender scarf around
his neck and a pearl-handled pistol at his
waist—a kind of Aslan Captain Marvel.
_~The Deputy Premier, Lieut. Gen. Nguyen
Huu Co, and other generals in the Saigon
military junta, were officers or sergeants In
the French colonial forces. Their fondness
for French cuisine, snappy uniforms and
cocktail parties and receptions creates a pale
but faithful reflection of the social round of
colonial days. They are the Vietnamese who
have inherited the worst of two cultures—
the pretentiousness of the native mandarins
and the rigidity of the French colonial offi-
cers and administrators. Premier Ky and the
earlier successors of Bao Dal have also prom-
ulgated rent-reduction and land-reform laws
at the urging of American advisers eager for
social progress. All of these measures have
been sabotaged because the regimes were and
are composed of men who are members of,
or who are allled with, mandarin families
that held title to properties they have no
intention of renouncing. While there are
some patriotic and decent individuals among
them, most of the men who rule Saigon have,
like the Bourbons, learned nothing and for-
gotten nothing. They seek to retain what
privileges they have and to regaln those they
have lost.

In Vietnam, only the Communists repre-
sent revolution and soclal change, for bet-
ter or worse according to a man's politics.
The Communist party is the one truly na-
tional organization that permeates both
North and South Vietnam. The men who
lead the party today, Ho Chi Minh and the
other members of the Politburo in Hanol,
directed the struggle for Independence from
France and in the process captured much of
the deeply felt nationallsm of the Vietnam-
ese people. Perhaps because of this, the
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Communists, despite their brutality and de-
ceit, remain the only Vietnamese capable of
rallying millions of their countrymen to sac-
rifice and hardship in the name of the nation
and the only group not dependent on foreign
bayonets for survival.

It is the tragedy of Vietnam that what
began as a war of independence from France
developed, as a result of its Communist lead-
ership, into a eivil confiict. Attempts to de-
scribe the current war as a geographically
based struggle between North and South
Vietnam breaks down almost immediately
when it 18 recalled that Premier Ky and
several other important members of his
Government are North Vietnamese by birth,
who fled south after the French defeat, while
Pham Van Dong, the Premier of North Viet-
nam, was born in the South. The war is,
rather, a struggle between different elements
of the Vietnamese people as a whole.

The division of the country into two sepa=-
rate states at the 1Tth Parallel in 19564 was
a provisional arrangement ending one scene
in the drama. Vietnam’s larger political
realities extended then and still extend now
in both directions across the demarcation
line. North Vietnam controls and supports
with men and matériel the Vietcong guer-
rilas In the South because the Vietcong lead-
ers, although native Southerners, are mem-
bers of the Vietnamese Communist party
and obey orders from the Politburo in Hanol.

In 1958 the late President Ngo Dinh Diem
organized a Committee for the Liberation of
North Vietnam, and since 1860 the Saigon
Government, with American connivance and
aid, has been smuggling saboteurs and com-
mando teams into the North in a so-far vain
effort to instigate a guerrilla movement
among the Northern Catholics and moun-
taln tribesmen. The opposing sides, in
short, have never recognized the 17th Paral-
lel as a permanent boundary and have vio-
lated the frontier whenever it suited them.

Communist leadership of the anti-colonial
movement led to the involvement of Viet-
nam in the larger context of the cold war
and brought the intervention of the United
States, first to ald the French and then to
develop and support a non-Communist ad-
ministration an army in the South. For its
own strategic and political ends, the United
States 1s thus protecting a non-Communist
Vietnamese social structure that cannot de-
fend itself and that perhaps does not deserve
to be defended. Our responsibility for pro-
longing what is essentially a civil conflict
may be one of the major reasons for the
considerable amount of confusion, guilt and
soul-searching among Americans over the
Vietnam war.

I know this is true in my own case and In
the case of many Americans of my acquaint-
ance who have lived for long periods in Viet-
nam. We are continually chagrined to dis-
cover that ldealism and dedication are largely
the prerogative of the enemy. The Ameri-
can soldler makes the lack of aggressiveness
of the Government forces the butt of un-
ending gibes. He grows to hate “Charlie,”
the G.I. slang name for the Vietcong guer-
rilla and the North Vietnamese regular, be-
cause “Charlie” kills his friends, but he soon
learns to respect Communist bravery and
cunning.

An American general recently pald a
strange tribute to a Vietcong guerrilla who
held up an entire U.S. Army infantry com-
pany for an hour in the jungle north of
Salgon. The guerrilla was the lone survivor
of several Communists defending a bunker,
He fired off all his own ammunition and that
of his dead comrades, and hurled back at the
Americans the grenades they tossed into the
bunker. He was finally killed while throw-
ing rocks In a last gesture of defiance. *If
one of our men had fought llke that,” the
general sald, “he would have been awarded
the Medal of Honor."
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Since the beginning of last year, Hanol
has increased the size of its regular army
contingent In the South to a total of about
47,000 men. In the face of sustained bomb-
ing of the road and rail system in the North
and the Ho Chi Minh Trail through Laos,
the Communists continue to infiltrate men
at an estimated rate of 4,600 to 5,000 a
month. Many of these young men are con-
scripts who march south because of pressure
on themselves and their familles. Yet, once
in the South, they fight well, and desertions
are few despite the hardships and the severe
losses through disease and battle., The Viet-
cong guerrillas have also managed steadily
to expand their forces through recruitment
and conscription.

The Saigon regime, on the other hand, has
experienced great difficulty in increasing the
strength of its armed forces because of a
very high desertion rate. Desertions are
greatest among conscripts, an indication that
the average South Vietnamese feels little or
no commitment to defend his own society.
About 85 percent of Saigon's armed forces
are, consequently, volunteers who take up
arms for pay. This gives the Government
forces a distinctly mercenary cast that af-
fects both their attitude toward the popula-
tion and, except for a few elite units, their
performance in combat.

From the contrast in behavior of the two
sides, I can only conclude that Vietnamese
will die more willingly for a regime which,
though Communist, is at least genuinely
Vietnamese and offers them some hope of
improving their lives, than for one which Is
committed to the galling status gquo and is
the creation of Washington. The official as-
sertion that the Communist soldier endures
the appalling conditions of his dally life and
behaves so commendably in combat out of
terror of his superiors becomes patently ridic-
ulous to anyone who has witnessed a battle.
Terror may drive a man to march toward the
enemy’s guns, but it will not make him
fight valiantly, The course of the conflict
has made apparent that the Communists are
able to arouse and to explolt the native Viet-
namese qualities of hardihood and resilience,
and to convince large numbers of their peo-
ple that the cause of thelr Government is
Just,

Most non-Communist Vietnamese are in-
capable, because of the values of the soclety
in which they live, of looking beyond indi-
vidual and family interests. Thelr over-
whelming concern with “me and my rela-
tives” deprives the soclety of a soclal con-
sclousness Amerlcans take for granted in
their own culture and fosters the corruption
and nepotism that exist throughout the
administration. The disease of corruption
appears to be worsening in direct proportion
to the burgeoning amounts of American aid
flowing into the country. Storles of em-
bezzlement are leglon and repeatedly em-
bitter Americans.

Province and district chiefs’ positions are
frequently sold to the highest bidders by
those responsible for making the appoint-
ments, The incumbent is then expected
both to recoup the cost of his job from cor-
ruption and to make payoffs to the higher
officials who sold it to him. Some American
officials with long experience in Vietnam esti-
mate that about 20 per cent of United States
ald supplied for counter-insurgency projects
in the countryside finds its way to the Viet-
cong and that another 30 to 40 per cent is
diverted by Government officials. Cement,
roofing, steel bars and other building mate-
rials destined for schools and refugee hous-
ing mysteriously end up on the open market
or in private villas and apartment bulldings.
“What gets down to the poor — of 4 ——
in the paddy fleld,” one official sald, “is a
trickle.” A U.S. Army Speclal Forces captain
one told me how he had arranged for rice to
be flown In American planes to a camp of
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several thousands refugees in a remote area
who were suffering from malnutrition. The
local district chief confiscated the rice and
sold it to the refugees at exorbitant prices.

While Americans worry about winning the
war and creating an effective Vietnamese
Government that can gain the support of its
people, the mandarin families that run the
regime have a different set of priorities. In
one important province on the central coast
this spring a rare honest and effective Viet-
namese official, who was a favorite of the
Americans, was fired because he began to
talk about. corruption by the two senlor
military commanders in the region. He was
replaced by a cousin of one of the generals.

Numerous complaints from the American
Embassy led Premier Ky to warn his fellow
generals at one meeting of the junta that
they were embezzling too much and should
exercise some restraint. Their reply was
that they had to think of their families.
Vows by the Premier that corrupt officials
will be shot have brought periodic head-
lines in the Saigon newspapers and the ex-
ecution of one Chinese businessman and a
half-dozen common hoodlums. Ordinary
Vietnamese assume that Premier Ky has
found it imprudent to arrange firing squads
for some of his colleagues on the junta.
One general's wife is sometimes referred to
as “Queen of the Payoff.”

Promises of land reform are solemnly re-
ported in the American press and are ap-
parently taken with some serlousness in of-
ficial circles in Washington. I have often
wondered why, since the promises are never
carried out and the speeches made today
are practically ldentical In content and
phrasing to those made four years ago by
some other Government leader. To
their own ends, Asians frequently tell Amer-
fcans what they think Americans want to
hear. The Vietnamese, possibly because of
their greater experience with Americans,
seem to have developed a particular talent
for this. Last April, during one of his more
candid moments, Premier Ky told a group
of correspondents: “Never believe what any
Vietnamese tells you, including me.”

In February, amid the hoopla following
the Honolulu conference that was to lead
to an Intensive program of social, political
and economic reform, the junta organized
a "Soclal Revolution Day” in Salgon. Two
thousand clvil servants, soldiers, students
and religious leaders were assembled on the
lawn of the former presidential palace in
the center of the city. The social reformers
arrived in their Mercedes-Benz sedans and,
dressed in well-tailored suits or bemedaled
uniforms, began to read the usual speeches.
The scene had a disturbing atmosphere of
déjd vu. Within 10 minutes, a segment of
the crowd, less polite than the rest, began
walking out in boredom. The police, having
apparently anticlpated what would happen,
had locked the gates of the palace grounds.
No one was allowed to leave until the speech-
es had ended, despite a good deal of shouting
and arguing back and forth through the
steel bars.

The current soclal system discriminates
against the poor and prevents social mo-
bility, The mandarin families resist all ef-
forts to change it, since it works in their
favor. Although the United States has spent
millions of dollars bullding primary schools
in Vietnam, for example, it has been unable
to bring about any fundamental reform of
the Vietnamese educational structure, which
makes certailn that the sons of the pros-
perous, and almost no one else, will achieve
the secondary education necessary to social
advancement—whether in the army, the civil
service or the professions.

Sending a peasant boy to p school
and then making it virtually impossible for
him to achieve a decent secondary-school
education fosters discontent, rather than les-
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sening it. There is considerable evidence
that many young Vietnamese of peasant ori-
gin joint the Vietcong because the Commu-
nists, who have been forced by the nature
of their revolution to develop leadership from
the countryslde, offer them their best hope of
avolding a life on the rung of the ladder
where they began—at the bottom.

A friend of mine once visited a hamlet with
a South Vietnamese Army major who is one
of the few field grade officers to defeat the
system by rising from a humble beginning,
The major spoke to the farmers in peasant
dialect instead of in the sophisticated urban
Vietnamese most Goverment officials use.

“You're not a major,” said one farmer in
astonishment.

*“Yes, I am,"” said the major.

“No, you're not,” sald the farmer. “You
talk like a peasant and no peasant could
become a major.”

A drive through Saigon demonstrates
another fashion in which the social system
works. Virtually all the new construction
consists of luxury apartments, hotels and
office buildings financed by Chinese business-
men or afluent Vietnamese with relatives or
connections within the regime. The build-
ings are destined to be rented to Americans.
Salgon's workers live, as they always have, in
fetid slums on the city's outskirts.

Since 1954, the United States has poured
more than $3.2-billion of economic aid into
South Vietnam, but no Saigon regime has
ever undertaken a low-cost housing project
of any size. The Singapore Government, in
contrast, is erecting thousands of low-cost
housing units for its people.

While Vietnamese with influence prosper
in the cities and towns, the war has created
a different world in the countryside. It is a
world in which the masses of the peasantry
no longer live—they endure.

Each afternoon, in the alr-conditioned
press-briefing room in Salgon, the United
States Military Command releases a com-
muniqué reporting that 300 or more “enemy
structures’” have been destroyed by American
fighter-bombers or by the guns of Seventh
Fleet warships that day. The statistics
imply sound military progress until a visit to
the countryside reveals that what is meant
by an "“enemy structure” is usually a peasant
hut in a hamlet the Communists control, or
which the American and South Vietnamese
authorities suspect the Communists control.

No comprehensive statistics on civilian
casualties are available. The nature of the
war would make the assembling of such
statistics very difficult, but the military au-
thorities have also never seriously attempted
to gather them.

An indication of what civilian casualties
may be, however, is given by the fact that
American and other foreign medical teams
working in three-quarters of the country's
43 provinces treat 2,000 civillan war-
wounded each month. If one accepts the
normal military ratio of one dead for two
wounded, the monthly figure is 1,000 civilian
dead.

The number of wounded handled by the
medical teams, I belleve from my own ob-
servation, is merely a fraction of the total.
The medical teams treat only those wounded
who reach the hospitals in provincial cap-
itals, There are undoubtedly many more
who never get that far. These victims are
helped at Government distriet headquarters
or milita outposts, or by Vietcong fleld hos-
pitals and dispensaries—or they simply sur-
vive, or die, without treatment. Most of the
wounds I have seen in the provincial hos-
pitals are the type a victim could survive for
two or three days without medical attention,
Wounds that require rapid treatment are
not usually in evidence, presumably because
the victims die hefore they can obtain hos-
pitalization.

Although ecivillans are being killed and
wounded by both sides, my own investiga-
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tions have indicated that the majority of
civilians casualtles result from American and
South Vietnamese airstrikes and artillery
and naval gunfire. Last November, I found
one fishing village in Quangngal province,
on the central coast north of Saigon, in
which at least 180 persons—and possibly
600—had been killed during the previous two
months by aircraft and Seventh Fleet de-
stroyers. The five hamlets that composed
the village, once a prosperous community of
15,000 people, had been reduced to rubble.

The gun and the knife of the Vietcong
assassin are, in contrast, far more selective
than cannon and fragmentation bombs; the
victims are usually limited to Government
officlals and sympathizers. It has been esti-
mated that, over the past decade, about 20,-
000 persons have been assassinated by Com-
munist terrorists. This is a gruesome total,
but the annual average is a great deal lower
than the probable yearly number of ordinary
civilian victims of the war.

Lack of sufficient American troops to oc-
cupy and hold ground when it has been
wrested from the Communists is one of the
major reasons for the extent of damage to
civilian life and property. Once a battle has
ended, the American and South Vietnamese
troops withdraw. The theoretical follow-up
by South Vietnamese territorial forces, police
and administrators to pacify the region does
not materialize except in a very limited num-
ber of instances, and the Vietcong guerrillas
and their North Vietnamese allies move in
again. The Americans eventually return and
the same region is thus fought over repeat-
edly.

It would be easy to blame the American
military authorities for the destruction, but
this would not be fair. The Vietcong and
the North Vietnamese regulars habitually for-
tify hamlets with elaborate trenchwork and
bunker systems. Infantry attacking in classic
style across open paddy flelds would suffer
prohibitive casualties, Under these circum-
stances, military commanders can only be
expected to use whatever force is at their
disposal.

Gen. Willlam C, Westmoreland, the United
States military commander in Vietnam, has
ordered that all possible care be taken to
avoid killing and wounding the innocent
and that, whenever feasible, clvilians be
warned to leave their hamlets prior to air-
strikes and artillery bombardments, TUn-
fortunately, General Westmoreland’s order
has sometimes been ignored by subordinate
commanders.

Hamlets are also habitually bombed and
shelled at the request of a South Vietnamese
province or district chief who has been told
by some paid Informer that Communist
troops are present there. Information from
informers is notoriously unreliable, the peas-
ants are often not responsible for the pres-
ence of the Communists and, since ground
units do not exploit the bombings and shell-
ings, these attacks seem to have negligible
military value. American officlals excuse the
practice by claiming that the Vietnamese, as
the legal authorities, have the right to de-
stroy their own hamilets, even if Americans
perform the destructive acts—a fine bit of
legalism that ignores the basle moral issue.
I have occasionally thought that the practice
results largely from the cynicism of South
Vietnamese officialdom and a superfluity of
aireraft and artillery.

The extraordinary firepower of American
weaponry, whose ferocity must be witnessed
to be comprehended, is another contributing
factor to widespread civilian suffering. On
an average day, U.S. warplanes alone loose
176 to 200 tons of explosives on 'the South
Vietnamese countryside. Then there are the
thousands of artillery and naval shells and
the hundreds of thousands of rounds of
mortar and small-arms ammunition. The
cratered landscape seen from an alrplane
window is an excellent advertisement for the
ingenulty of American munitions makers.
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The flow of refugees from the countryside
is the most eloguent evidence available of the
gradual destruction of rural soclety under
the impact of the war. The number of
refugees has now passed the milllon mark. It
takes a great deal to make a Vietnamese
peasant forsake his land and the graves of his
ancestors.

Most refugees I have questioned told me
that the Vietcong taxed them and made
them work harder than usual, but that they
could live with the Communists. They left
their homes, they sald, because they could
no longer bear American and South Viet-
namese bombs and shells.

If resettled properly, the refugees could
conceivably develop into an asset for the
Salgon Government. ¥Yet, true to its usual
behavior, the regime neglects them and the
majority are left to shift for themselves.
Refugee slums have risen in the cities almost
as fast as G.I. bars.

Deserted hamlets and barren rice fields,
now a common sight, are other evidence of
what the war is doing to rural South Viet-
nam, In several provinces on the northern
central coast as much as one-third of the
rice land has been forsaken. The American
policy of killing crops in Communist-held
areas by spraying them with chemical de-
foliants from aircraft is hastening this proc-
ess. During the first six months of this year
59,000 acres were destroyed.

The corrosive efflect on the country of
the American presence is not confined to
military operations. Economically and cul-
turally, the advent of the Americans has
introduced maladies only time can cure. One
is inflation. The primitive economy, already
serlously disrupted by the war, has now
been swamped by the purchasing power of
tens of millions of dollars belng dispensed for
the construction of bases, airfields and port
facilities and by the free spending of the
individual American soldier.
~ This year the United States will pump a
minimum of $140-million into the Viet-
namese economy to cover the locally gen-
erated costs of the construction of new bases
and thé maintenance of existing ones. This
sum constitutes about one-seventh of the
country’s entire money supply. American
troops are themselves currently spending an-
other $7-million a month.

The moral degeneration caused by the G.I.
culture that has mushroomed in the cities
and towns Is another malady. Bars and
bordellos, thousands of young Vietnamese
women degrading themselves as bar girls and
prostitutes, gangs of hoodlums and beggars
and children selling their older sisters and
picking pockets have become ubiquitous fea-
tures of wurban life. I have sometimes
thought, when a street urchin with sores
covering his legs, stopped me and begged for
a few cents' worth of Vietnamese plastres,
that he might be better off growing up as a
political commissar, He would then, at least,
have some self-respect.

Rarely in any war has the name of the
people been evoked more by both sides than
in the Vietnam conflict. Yet the Vietnamese
peasantry, who serve as cannon fodder for
Communists and non-Communists, remain
curiously mute—a hushed Greek chorus to
their own tragedy.

The conditions of life in Vietnam will
probably always make an accurate assess-
ment of the peasants’ attitudes toward the
war impossible to obtain. I have received the
impression, however, on visits to accessible
hamlets, that many of the peasants are so
weary of the fighting they would accept any
settlement that brought them peace,

Last March, I spent two days in one hamlet
south of the port of Danang on the central
coast. A company of U.S. Marines had seized
the hamlet from the Vietcong six months
previously, and a Government pacification
team, protected by the Marines, was working
there. In three years, the hamlet had
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changed hands three times. There were al-
most no young men in the community.
Roughly half of the families had sons, broth-
ers or husbands in the Communist ranks.
The remaining families were about equally
divided between those with neutral attitudes
and those who were Government sympa-
thizers.

The morning after I arrived, the peasants,
under the supervision of the Government
pacification workers, began constructing a
fence around the hamlet perimeter to keep
out Vietcong infiltrators. Through an in-
terpreter, I asked two farmers among a group
of old men, women and children digging post-
holes if they thought the fence would be of
any use,

“Maybe it will,” one said, “but I don’t think
50. A fence won't keep out the Vietcong.”

“What did the Vietcong make you do when
they controlled the hamlet?" I asked,

“They made us pull down the fence we
had put up before, and dig trenches and lay
booby traps,” the second farmer said.

“Well, if you don’t think the fence will do
s.ny; good,” I asked, “why are you putting it
up?”

“We are just plain farmers,” the first
peasant said, glancing apprehensively at a
policeman a few feet away with a carbine
slung across his arm. “We have to obey any
Government here.”

As he spoke, a Vietcong sniper, hidden in
a patch of sugar cane beyond the paddy
fields, fired two shots. The old men, women
and children scurried for cover, their fear
and lack of enthusiasm for fence-building
evident on their faces.

During a tour of South Vietnam in 1963,
Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, referred to the conflict as a
“dirty little war.” While the Vietnam con-
flict may be even dirtier now than it was in
1963, it can no longer be termed little.

Reliable statistics are very elusive in Viet-
nam, but I would estimate that at least
250,000 persons have been killed since the
war began in 1957. Last year, according to
official figures, 84,685 Communists were
killed and the Saigon Government forces suf-
fered 11,200 deaths. Through mid-Septem-
ber of this year, again according to official
statistics, 37,209 Vietcong and North Viet-
namese regulars have died in battle and 7,017
Government troops have been killed.

American losses remained at a relatively
low level until 1965, when the Johnson Ad-
ministration committed ground combat
units and began to create an expeditionary
corps. That year, 1,369 American servicemen
died in North and South Vietnam and neigh-
boring Laos, and 6,114 were wounded. This
year, as American offensive operations have
picked up stride with the strengthening of
the logistical apparatus, casualties have
soared to 3,624 killed and 21,107 wounded,
through mid-September. American dead are
now averaging nearly a hundred a week and
can be expected to increase as the expedition-
ary corps grows and more Americans are ex-
posed to hostile fire,

The attitudes of the leadership in Hanol
and Washington indicate that the contest is
far from being resolved. The rate at which
North Vietnam is infiltrating its regular
troops into the South and the willingness
of the United States to engage its own
ground forces and to escalate the air war
against the North portend several more years
of serious bloodshed. The world may hope
for peace, but neither side has yet hurt the
other sufliciently to prevent it from continu-
ing. Both sides are trapped in a dilemma
created by their history and political and
strategic considerations., Washington can-
not withdraw its troops from South Vietnam,
as Hanol demands, without making certain
an eventual Communist selzure of power
there and negating all the efforts of the last
decade to maintain a friendly Government in

Saigon.
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Hanoi's best chance of winning now lies
in prolonging the bloodletting to the point
where the American public will tire of a war
for a small land whose name most Americans
cannot even pronounce correctly (they tend
to say “Veetnam"). If the North de-escalates
the fighting it will remove the principal
source of political pressure on the Johnson
Administration—the number of coffins being
flown home from Saigon. Without the kill-
ing, the United States might be able to
occupy South Vietnam indefinitely, The fact
that 60,000 U.S. troops are stationed in South
Eorea brings no demonstrators into the
streets and arouses no anxiety among Amer-
ican mothers, because the shooting in Korea
has stopped.

A year ago, I worried that the patience of
the American people would run out, that Ho
Chl Minh would have his way and that the
United States would lose the Vietnam war.
This fear no longer troubles me nearly as
much. I have the feeling that somehow we
can muddle through this grim business. We
may not win in Vietnam as we won in World
War II, yet we may well prevail. Given our
overwhelming military superiority, it is en-
tirely possible that Washington, over a period
of years, may be able to destroy the Vietcong
and North Vietnamese main-force units in
the South, and to transform what is cur-
rently a militarily sound but politically weak
position into one of some, if doubtful, polit-
ical strength.

Rather, my quiet worry concerns what we
are doing to ourselves in the course of pros-
ecuting and possibly some day winning this
war. In World War I and in Korea the
aggression of one state against another was
an established fact. The United States acted
with clear moral justification and Americans
fought as they always like to think they
fight—for human freedom and dignity. In
Vietnam this moral superiority has given way
to the amorality of great power politics,
specifically, to the problem of maintaining
the United States as the paramount power in
Southeast Asia, The Vietnamese people have
become mere pawns in the struggle. What-
ever desires they might possess have become
incidental. The United States can no longer
make any pretense of fighting to safeguard
South Vietnam's independence. The pres-
ence of 317,000 American troops in the coun-
try has made a mockery of its soverelgnty
and the military junta in Salgon would not
last a week without American bayonets to
protect it.

Precisely because the Saigon Government
represents nothing beyond its administration
and army, the United States has had to
fall back cn its own military force to main-
tain its position and to win the war. Wash-
ington can dispense the latest in weaponry,
but the First Alr Cavalry Division and the
Third Marine Amphibious Force cannot in-
spire the loyalty of the Vietnamese peasant-
ry, and General Motors cannot manufacture
decent non-Communist Vietnamese ieader-
ship, effective government and dedication.
Only Vietnamese can supply these and the
non-Communist Vietnamese have proven
themselves incapable of providing them.

Thus, in the final analysis, American strat-
egy in Vietnam consists of creating a killing
machine in the form of a highly equipped
expeditionary corps and then turning this
machine on the enemy in the hope that over
the years enough killing will be done to force
the enemy's collapse through exhaustion and
despair. This strategy, although possibly the
only feasible alternative open to a modern
industrial power in such a situation, is of
necessity brutal and heedless of many of its
victims,

Despite these misgivings, I do not see how
we can do anything but continue to prose-
cute the war, We can and should limit the
violence and the suffering being inflicted on
the clvilians as much as possible, but, for
whatever reasons, successive Administrations
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in Washington have carried the commitment
in Vietnam to the point where it would be
very difficult to prevent any precipitate re-
treat from degenerating into a rout. If the
United States were to disengage from Viet-
nam under adverse conditions, I believe that
the resulting political and psychological
shockwaves might undermine our entire po-
sition in Southeast Asia, We ghall, T am
afraid, have to put up with our Vietnamese
mandarin allles. We shall not be able to re-
form them and 'it is unlikely that we shall
be able to find any other Vietnamese willing
to cooperate with us. We shall have to con-
tinue to rely mainly on our military power,
accept the odium attached to its use and
hope that someday this power will bring us
to a favorable settlement.

But I simply cannot help worrylng that,
in the process of waging this war, we are cor-
rupting ourselves. I wonder, when I look at
the bombed-out peasant hamlets, the or-
phans begging and stealing on the streets
of Sailgon and the women and children with
napalm burns lying on the hospital cots,
whether the United States or any nation has
the right to inflict this suffering and deg-
radation on another people for its own ends.
And I hope we will not, in the name of some
anti-Communist crusade, do this again.

PEACEFUL ENGAGEMENT OUR OB-
JECTIVE IN EUROPE

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, last week
President Johnson, in addressing the Na-
tional Conference of Editorial Writers,
sald that our objective in Europe is to
end what he called the bitter legacy of
World War IT and move on from the
narrow concept of peacful coexistence to
the broader vision of peaceful engage-
ment. The speech was a remarkable
one for the reality which it recognized.
In an editorial yesterday, the Washing-
ton Evening Star commented upon this
laudable address. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed in the
REecorp

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

His GOAL—PEACEFUL ENGAGEMENT

President Johnson’s discussion last week
of his objectives in Europe deserves high
marks on at least three counts—its aware-
ness of the realities, its sensible character
and & tone that was hopeful despite an ob-
vious recognition of the difficulties which
lie ahead.

The address to the National Conference of
Editorial Writers did not concern itself with
Viet Nam, nor was it designed to do so. In
fact, the President mentioned that war only
once—when he said that we do not intend
to let our differences with the Soviet Union
on Viet Nam prevent us from exploring all
opportunities for improving the political
climate in Europe. If there is new hope with
respect to the Vietnamese war, it will be
found elsewhere—in such things as the re-
cent interesting undertakings and cryptic
comments of Indonesia’s Adam Malik.

Of Europe, the President said: “We know
the world is changing. Our policy must
reflect the reality of today—not yesterday.”
Our objectlve, he went on to say, “is to end
the bitter legacy of World War II"—to
move on “from the narrow concept of peace-
ful coexistence to the broader vision of
peaceful engagement.”

The details, the Initial steps, which the
President belleves are necessary to the at-
tainment of his goal were spelled out in
the address, and need not be repeated here,
though perhaps one should be mentioned.
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This has to do with the strengthening, the
unifying, of a Western Europe which includes
the France of Charles de Gaulle as an essen-
tial pre-condition to achieving that balance
of power which is needed to bridge the gulf
that still divides East and West. But the
President probably had De Gaulle in mind
when he said that *“in every part of the
world, new forces are at the gates: New coun-
tries, new aspirations, new men. In this
spirit, let us look ahead to the tasks that
confront the Atlantic nations” In short,
France will not always be the France of
Charles de Gaulle; new men soon will be
knocking at the gates of Paris.

The President is laboring under no il-
lusion. *“The bullding of true peace and
reconciliation in Europe,” he said, “will be
a long process.” Still, one may believe that
this address marked a long step in that
direction., Not so much, perhaps, because
of any special devotion anywhere to peace
merely for the sake of peace. But rather
because peace and the material progress
which would attend it, as long as national
security is not threatened, serve the Interests
of all concerned. It has long been our view
that the men who will make the cholce be-
tween war and peace In Europe are rational
men—and that rational men In the end
will support that which i1s beneficial rather
than ruinous to themselves and their coun-
tries.

TAX STATUS OF EDUCATIONAL
EXPENSES OF TEACHERS

Mr. DODD. Mr, President, many of
us in Congress have been deeply con-
cerned for many years over the incon-
sistencies in determining the tax status
of educational expenses incurred by
teachers.

The regulations proposed by the
Treasury Department earlier this year
appeared to me fo represent a very
restrictive interpretation of the law, and
I am very happy that this ruling has
been reconsidered.

Although the revised rules are more
liberal, I hope the Senate will still con-
sider legislation pending in the Finance
Committee. The bill, of which I am a
cosponsor, would provide a uniform
method by which teachers could claim
deductions for their educational ex-
penses.

The passage of this legislation would
give statutory affirmation to the principle
that the cost to teachers of improving
their skills and expanding their knowl-
edge is a necessary business expense
and, as such, should be deductible. In
addition, the terms of the bill are
broader and more specific than those of
the proposed new Treasury regulations.

Teachers are called upon to perform
one of the most important functions in
our society, and we should do everything
possible to assist them. I hope, partic-
ularly, that Congress and the other
branches of the Federal Government will
finally take positive action to encourage
our teachers to continue their own
formal education.

THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT
COMMITTEE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the recent
issue of Inco magazine carried a very
informative article written by the Hon-
orable A. D. P. Heeney, Q.C., describing
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the important work performed by the In-
ternational Joint Commission. Mr.
Heeney is the Chairman of the Canadian
section of the Commission. This agency,
which was established by the United
States and Canada in 1909, for nearly
60 years has been playing a very sig-
nificant role in helping to minimize and
settle any disputes which may arise with
our friendly neighbor to the north.

As the author points out, the Commis-
sioners do not serve as protagonists try-
ing to win a contest for their own coun-
try, but rather seek “solutions to com-
mon problems in the common interest.”
Testimony to this harmonious, construe-
tive approach to international relations
is the fact that in only 3 of the more than
80 cases which have been before the
Commission have the members divided
on national grounds or been unable to
agree on a settlement.

It is especially pleasing for me to call
attention to the fact that since January
7 of this year the Honorable Matthew E.
Welsh, former Governor of the State of
Indiana, has been the Chairman of the
U.S. section of the International Joint
Commission.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in full at
the conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DrerromacYy WITH A DIFFERENCE: THE INTER-
NATIONAL JOINT CoMMISSION

(By A, D. P. Heeney, Q.C., Chairman, Cana~-
dian Section, International Joint Commis-
sion)

To the great majority of Canadians and
Americans whose dally associations are al-
most uniformly friendly and effortless, it is
ironic and puzzling that there should be
problems and differences between thelr coun-
tries. Yet the reason is plain enough, for it
is rooted in the history and economiecs of
neighborhood. It persists as a condition of
our continental cohabitation because Can-
ada, no less than the United States, is deter-
mined to remain in charge of its own affairs
despite the great disparity in their power
and influence in the world, And, as each
country develops and prospers, their involve-
ment with one another at every level contin-
ues to multiply. So, inevitably, do the occa-
sions for disagreement and friction.

Questions arising between Canada and the
United States are normally dealt with by the
conventional diplomatic means—negotiations
between governments. But in one area—
“along the common frontier"—the two coun-
tries employ quite other methods for settling
thelr differences, and have done so for more
than half a century. Such matters are dealt
with by the most venerable of Canada-United
States Institutions, which enjoys the some-
what grandiose title of “International Joint
Commission.”

A SUCCESSFUL EXPERIMENT

Amid predictions that it would be a short-
lived experiment, the International Joint
Commission was created by the Boundary
Waters Treaty of 1909. “Not sol" commented
Ellhu Root, when supporting in the Senate
the Treaty he had earlier signed as Secretary
of State, “I do not anticlpate that the time
will ever come when this Commission will
not be needed. I think that as the two coun-
tries along this tremendous boundary become
more and more thickly settled the need for it
will increase . . ." Despite a shaky begin-
ning and several threats of premature demise,
the record of the Commission during the past
fifty-odd years has vindleated the predictions
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of its sponsors. Nowadays It is commonplace
for orators in both countries to point with
pride to the unique and constructive role of
the IJC in the complex course of Canadian-
American relations.

The unique features of the International
Joint Commission are its composition and its
method of operation; its chief virtue is its
flexibility, its capacity to adjust to change.
It was the convictlon of the negotiators of
the 1909 Treaty that solutions to “boundary”
problems should be sought not in the normal
bilateral negotiations of diplomacy but in
the deliberations of a permanent tribunal
composed equally of Canadians and Amer-
icans. To this principle the Treaty gave its
sanction; to it the Commission has sought
to adhere ever since. The Commissioners
act, not as delegates striving for national ad-
vantage under instruction from their respec~
tive governments, but as members of a single
body seeking solutions to common problems
in the common interest. The approach is not
dissimilar to that of a court of law composed
of a number of judges. The conclusions
are the Commission’s, though they embrace
the individual opinions of the several Com-
missioners, They are arrived at after a
process of weighing the evidence, though
the procedure of the Commission is char-
acterized by a flexibllity unknown to the
rules of legal evidence. The decisions are
made after due, and joint, deliberation.

The search for the common Interest as a
basis for settlement has been a cardinal fea-
ture not only of the IJC’'s proceedings but
also of the work of the joint technical boards
created by the Commission in its own image
to assist in its investigations. The IJC's
first U.S. Chairman, James A. Tawney, ex-
pressed the idea this way: “We are neither
Canadians nor Americans but we are each
and all representatives of all the people on
both sides . . . This attitude has enabled
the Commission to reach harmonious con-
clusions in virtually every case that has come
before it. Only In those rare instances
where this posture has not been wholly
sustained have satisfactory solutions proved
elusive.

NEW MODEL DIPLOMACY

Although formal negotiation of the Bound-
ary Waters Treaty was conducted through
London and the British Embassy in Wash-
ington, the real father of the Treaty was a
lawyer from Ontario, George Gibbons. As
Canadian Chairman of an ad hoc waterways
commission set up by Canada and the United
States in 1903, he became convinced that ef-
fective development of water resources in-
tersected by the International boundary
would be severely hampered unless there
were prior agreement on the principles which
should govern their use and unless some
“permanent” body were set up with author-
ity to apply them. The alternatives—special
ad hoec commissions or diplomatic negotia-
tions (through London) for each case—were
equally objectionable, for experience had
amply shown that both of these methods en-
tailed long and repeated wrangling.

What was needed, Gibbons concluded, was
a mode of direct contact between Ottawa and
Washington through a jointly constituted
body which would be permanent, above local
prejudice and governed by agreed principles.
Indeed, Gibbons thought, such a forum
might well prove capable of dealing not only
with water problems but also with other
matters at issue between the two countries.
“Once the Americans come to deal directly
with us,” he wrote, “they will play the game
fairly. It is only because we have got John
Bull along that they bully us. Once get him
out of the game and there will be no prestige
in tackling a little fellow who will kick their
shins.”

Sent to Washington In 1907 to explore the
possibilities, Gibbons at first found Secretary
of State Root unenthusiastic. To confer
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such powers upon any international body in-
volved issues “too grave for the Governments
to renounce control over.” The “little grey
terrier” persisted tenaciously in his views
and soon found a strong ally in Washington.
Chandler Anderson, a special adviser to the
Secretary of State, was in basic sympathy
with the project and, with his support, Root
was finally won over.

The governments collaborated to draft the
Boundary Waters Treaty which was signed
on January 11, 1909. By 1912 the IJC was
in business with a full complement of Com-
missioners. Alas, Gibbons was not among
them. Following the Canadian election of
1911, he had been banished to the political
wilderness with his patron, Sir Wilfrid
Laurier.

A PHILOSOPHY IN ACTION

Gibbons had gone, but his ideas had been
embodied in the Treaty and his philosophy
was to guide the IJC in action. The Treaty
had provided that the Commission was to
act as a unit in all matters coming before it.
Decisions were to be made by a majority of
the Commissioners, irrespective of their na-
tionality. Though allowance was made for
separate reports to each government, the
authors of the Treaty belleved—and the gov-
ernments Intended—that resort to this pro-
vision would be infrequent and that the
Commission would normally be able to func-
tion in unison to achieve equitable solutions
in the common interest of both countries.

Over the years there has been striking evi-
dence of the Commissioners’ attachment to
this basic philosophy of impartiality and
disinterest. In only three of the eighty-odd
cases with which the Commission has dealt
have the Commissioners divided on national
lines or falled to reach agreement. There s
good reason to believe, however, that, on at
least one of these occasions, failure to agree
was the result of the adoption by Commis-
sioners, public and in advance, of positions
conceived to be those of their respective gov-
ernments, Consequently, when they sat
down to deliberate upon the issues, the Com-
missioners found themselves mnegotiators
rather than impartial investigators and the
Commission machinery broke down. There
seems little reason to anticipate a repetition
of such experience.

THE JOINT AFFROACH

The cases which have come before the
Commission so far have all arisen along the
boundary. In one instance the problem was
one of air pollution and it seems likely there
will be more of such references as industrial
plants burgeon in border areas. But to date
the great bulk of IJC business has been
concerned with the use of our great com-
mon water resources, from oddy
Bay to the Pacific. It has involved ques-
tions of domestic and sanitary supply, navi-
gation, power development, irrigation and
pollution. It has varied in nature and ex-
tent from the extraction of maximum bene-
fit from small prairie streams to multi-mil-
lion dollar developments on our great rivers.
Most of these cases have come before the
Commission as agreed “references” from the
two governments., After Investigations and
public hearings, the conclusions and rec-
ommendations have gone forward to Wash-
ington and Ottawa. In others, the IJC has
exercised its “judiclal” authority under the
Treaty and ruled upon proposals for the
construction of works which affect natural
water levels and flows.

To conduct its investigations for technical
advice, the Commission requires substantial
assistance from experts. Because it is au-
thorized by the governments in each case to
call upon the best-qualified experts in the
public services of the two countries, the
IJC is able to meet the personnel require-
ments while keeping its permanent staff to a
modest minimum. The Commission has
taken full advantage of this authority and,
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in s0 doing, has developed a novel and effec-
tive mechanism and procedure for assem-
bling and coordinating the information and
advice It requires. It selects the experts
suited to its purposes and assembles them
into “international boards,” Americans and
Canadians acting as one body under joint
chairmen. At present there are twenty-six
of these boards at work, some engaged in
investigatory work preliminary to Commis-
sion reports, others in a supervisory role
in situations already the subject of Com-
mission action.

On the whole this system of joint inter-
national boards has proved an effective
means of mobilizing the variety of talent and
experience required for the Commission's
business. Certainly this technique has
proved a valuable Incentive to the closer
coordination of federal departmental opera-
tions in both countries while, particularly
in water pollution cases, it has greatly fa-
cilitated cooperation with responsible state
and provineial authorities.

WATER POLLUTION AND LAKE LEVELS

There are some twenty cases of varlous
kinds and at various stages currently before
the Commission. Of course, the most impor-
tant in terms of their scale and potential con-
sequences—economie, soclal and political—
have to do with the Great Lakes Basin, Here
the most urgent problem is water pollution,
about which there is Increasing anxilety
among both Americans and Canadians.
Equally large in scope is the study launched
by the IJC over a year ago into water levels
throughout the Basin.

Reports of the increasing pollution of
North America's water resources and the fear-
ful prospect of critical shortages of clean
water in some regions have glven rise to
public anxiety in both Canada and the United
States. Pollution is no respecter of political
division and the consequences of pollution in
lakes and rivers which straddle the border
may affect health and property on both sides
of the line. The thousands of miles of water
frontier between the two countries, the scores
of rivers and streams which flow across the
border—all in some degree open to misuse—
are, In this context, potential sources of frie-
tlon and dispute. Here the Commission has
no direct jurisdiction. But Article IV of the
Treaty does prohibit the pollution of bound-
ary and trans-boundary waters on elther side
of the border “to the injury of health or
property on the other side.” It is under this
provision that the IJC has been drawn in-
creasingly into the gathering battle against
water pollution. This seems altogether likely
to become its principal preoccupation.

The Commission was first engaged In a
study of water pollution as long ago as 1918
when it found the situation in parts of the
Great Lakes “generally chaotic, everywhere
perilous and in some cases disgraceful.” But
even such forceful language failed to produce
any positive results and the Commission’s
warning of things to come was ignored.

It was not until after the Second World
‘War that the governments took up the prob-
lem again. Since 1946, there have been six
Commission references and investigations on
aspects of pollution involving principally the
“Connecting Channels” of the Great Lakes,
the 8t. Croix Rlver, the Rainy River-Lake of
of the Woods area and, in 1964, the Red
River (of the North) and the Great Lakes
themselves. In most cases where the IJC has
completed its investigations and submitted
recommendations to governments, the results
have been constructive and the situation has
been improved. Local authorities have in
several instances accepted the Commission’s
“objectives for water quality” and taken ac-
tion accordingly. In other cases progress has
been disappointingly slow.

The real test of the will of Canadian and
United States authorities to enforce the pro-
hibition of Article IV, and, perhaps, of the
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effectiveness of the IJC machinery and meth-
od in combating pollution in boundary
waters will be in the vast Great Lakes in-
vestigation now going forward. Included in
the study are Lake Erie, Lake Ontario and
the international section of the St. Law-
rence. It is probably the most extensive and
most complex investigation of its kind ever
undertaken. Not only does it involve im-
mense bodies of water but it includes prob-
lems not dealt with in previous studies—
for example, the effects of the massive intro-
duction of nutrients, the baffiilng phenom-
enon of eutrophication.

The Great Lakes investigation is as urgent
as it is complex. Not long after it was ini-
tiated, it became evident to the Commis-
sloners that the condition of these waters,
particularly Lake Erie, was bad and growing
worse. Accordingly, in an interim report
submitted to governments at the end of
last year, the Commission emphasized the
need for emergency measures to slow down
the process of deterioration and to press on
with the research required to understand
the problem better and to devise solutions.
There are signs that state and provincial
governments as well as the federal authori-
ties appreciate the gravity of the situation.
The Commission’s program is now going for-
ward satisfactorily through the coordinated
efforts of officlals on both sides of the line.

In the war on pollution, it is the loecal
authorities that have the primary respon-
sibility and the principal weapons of enforce-
ment. This is not to say that the federal
governments are without responsibility or re-
course. The problem has become national,
as well as international, in scope, and Wash-
ington and Ottawa possess effective means of
persuasion and dissuasion. Nor is the ILJC
itself powerless where the waters are inter-
national. It does not hesitate to criticize
offenders, whether public authorities or pri-
vate industries, and the standing of the Com-
mission, backed by the federal governments,
gives weight to its eriticisms and recommen-
dations. But, measured against the enor-
mity and urgency of the problem, progress
is distressingly slow.

Another major problem under current ex-
-amination by the Commission is the pos-
sibility of establishing a more satisfactory
regimen for the levels of the Great Lakes.
This is certainly the most extensive hydro-
logical . study ever undertaken in North
America, perhaps the largest undertaken any-
where. Although the immediate occasion
for its initiation was the abnormally low
water levels of 1963 and 1964, the risks of
high water damage, like that of 1952, are also
under study. The object is to seek long-
term improvements which would reduce the
“range of stage” by bringing some or all of
the Lakes under stricter regulation and so
improve the situation of riparian and other
interests such as navigation and power pro-
duction.

Of other activities in which the Commis-
slon is engaged, a number involve surveil-
lance or control of situations or arrange-
ments already sanctioned. Of these, the
most important and best known is that for
the regulation of levels and flows on Lake
Ontarlo and the St. Lawrence River in the
interests of those entitled to use the water
for purposes including domestic and sanitary
supply, navigation and power.

In such matters the order of prior right of
use s laid down by the Treaty and the Com-
mission exercises its authority under boards
of control. Similar arrangements are made
for supervision of regimes established to re-
duce pollution, and the Commission's tech-
nical boards report regularly to the LIC so
that any necessary corrective actions can
be initlated.

THE FUTURE OF THE COMMISSION

The IJC has demonstrated that the ma-
chinery devised by the authors of the
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Boundary Waters Treaty—a permanent joint
body outside the normal diplomatic ma-
chinery—is capable of reaching mutually ae-
ceptable solutions in one area of relations
between Canada and the United States. It
is not surprising, therefore, that from time
to time proposals have been advanced for ex-
tending the Commission’s field of action—
or at least 1ts method—to other areas of our
relations. There is no barrier in the Treaty
to such a development.

A suggestion which has gained some cur-
rency recently would convert the present
Commission into, or replace it by, a supra-
national institution and endow it with au-
thority to manage all aspects of boundary
waters, or at least of the Great Lakes Basin.
Such a body would apparently have powers
comparable to a domestic administrative or
regulatory body, including the power to li-
cense and presumably to enforce. This idea
appears to derive In part from the “multi-
plicity” of government agencies in both
countries that now have responsibilities over
water and its use and from the desirability
of greater concentration of authority. It
would be so much simpler, it is said, If there
were but one duly constituted authority to
deal with all water questions.

Such proposals do credit to the zeal and
soclal consclence of their proponents but
somewhat less to their sense of present real-
ity and their judgment of the possible in in-
ternational, let alone national, affalrs, If
the LJC is to assume this new gulse, there
would, of course, have to be a new and
radically different treaty. For the whole
philosophy of the Boundary Waters Treaty
is quite opposed to the concept of an inter-
national body with administrative and en-
forcement functions.

The Commission, as presently constituted,
is dedicated to the proposition that equita-
ble solutions to common problems can be
worked out by close cooperation between
jurisdictions—national and international—
under agreed principles and upon a founda-
tion of mutual confidence.

This is not to say that there is not room,
and hope, in both countries, for improve-
ment in the machinery of national and local
government to deal more satisfactorily with
the vital and critical problems of water re-
sources. Nor does it mean that the IJC it-
self could not be strengthened and its pro-
cedures improved. Happily, there are
grounds for encouragement on the first
count. As to the IJC, I am persuaded that,
if the governments of the United States and
Canada have the will, and provide the means
to employ it to its full capacity, the Com-
mission will be able in the future—even
more substantially than in the past—to con-
tribute to the solution of these problems
and to further strengthen Canada-United
States relations.

CONSTRUCTIVE REPUBLICAN COM-
MENTS ON FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I rise to
salute three of my colleagues for foreign
policy speeches which they recently de-
livered.

Last Thursday, in this chamber, the
distinguished junior Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. PEarsoN] presented an instruec-
tive survey of changing world realities
which, in his judgment, require major
changes in TU.S. foreign policy. His
thoughtful and elogquent statement
merits careful study by Members of Con-
gress, responsible officials of the execu-
tive branch, and students of foreign
affairs.

I am pleased to join my able colleague
from Kansas in sponsoring Senate Joint
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Resolution 198, to establish a National
Advisory Commission on Foreign Policy,
which he introduced at the conclusion of
his remarks. This Commission would be
unique because the resolution would re-
quire its members to devote at least half
of their time to the Commission’s work
and would authorize appropriate leaves
of absence for those Commissioners ap-
pointed from the Government.

On the next day, the able minority
whip [Mr. KucrHEL] made some interest-
ing remarks about Communist China and
the war in Vietnam. His recommenda-
tion that the United States ask the
United Nations Security Council “to
establish a collective guarantee of the
territorial integrity of the borders of
Vietnam, both north and south, against
external attack on either area” will re-
ceive, I trust, serious attention by the
President and his chief foreign policy
advisers.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to com-
mend the able and articulate senior
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs] for
the series of four speeches which he has
given over the past several weeks on the
problem of Vietnam. These speeches are
typical examples of Senator Javirs’ ex-
pert approach to problems of American
foreign policy.

The foreign policy statements which X
have just cited are illustrative of con-
structive analysis and criticism, at its
best, of U.S. foreign policy by Republican
Senators. This is why I have taken this
opportunity to salute my three colleagues
from Kansas, California, and New York.

THE FORD FOUNDATION
TELEVISION PROPOSAL

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, recently
the Senate Communications Subcom-
mittee held hearings on a proposal by
the Ford Foundation for providing
satellite communications for broadcast-
ing in this country. Thereafter W. Theo-
dore Pierson, one of the leading com-
munications lawyers of Washington,
took the Ford Foundation proposal as the
subject of a very lucid speech. Mr,
Pierson is a man of great learning who
knows the broadecast industry and its
problems intimately and sympatheti-
cally. I wish to share my copy of his
remarks with my colleagues and ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE DUAL SYSTEM OF TELEVISION BROADCAST-
ING: PROFIT AND NONPROFIT

(Talk by W. Theodore Plerson ! at the Amer-

ican Women in Radio & Television South-

western Area Conference, Oklahoma City,

Okla., Sept. 17, 1966)

The theme of this conference is ‘“Through
The Looking Glass.” I take this to mean a
look at ourselves—an examination of our-
selves. There are several problems with such
an exercise.

First of all, we all tend to pose when we
look into a mirror and pose in a manner
that will make more pleasing the reflection
that comes back., So, for this look to be a

1 Member of the law firm of Pierson, Ball &
Dowd, Washington, D.C,
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self-examination that has integrity,
avoid the posing—if we can.

Second, posing to one side, a single mirror
will hardly reflect all sides of us. And some
sides of us are more attractive than others.
So let's have several mirrors and get the
front, the back, the right and the left, the
top and the bottom. Unposed, if you please.
Don’t pull in your stomach; wear it like
you normally do. I would even suggest that
you might take off the girdles and the falsies,
but turning this into a strip-tease is prob-
ably going farther than Oklahoma laws will
permit—though I can't help being intrigued
with the idea.

Third, mirrors can be used to tell us about
things outside of ourselves—what is in front
and back of us and on each side and what
is around the corner. This places us in con-
text—the past, the present and the future—
the things with which we are surrounded and
threatened. These mirrors can reflect things
that we could cheer and things that we
could fear. But let's avold the cheering and
the fearing. For this exercise to have any
real value, we must not emote at these re-
flections—we must think, think and then
act.

This is my keynote. I could as well now
sit down. I cannot within the tolerance of
your attention to me say all the things that
I see in these many mirrors—as nearsighted
as I, at times and by some, have been ac-
cused of being. In spite of my myopia, I see
more than I have time to relate here. But to
avold the embarrassment of having keynoted
for only two minutes, I will present a few of
my own views.

First, let us contemplate the total spectrum
of benefits that the public might recelve
from perfect performance by the television
sector of this electronic world. Then, let us
honestly calculate the extent to which com-
mercial broadcasters can fill this spectrum.
Even with some irrepressible posing on our
part, the ideal spectrum of benefits is sub-
stantially larger than can be filled by the
commercial broadcaster.

Let us look deeper into the background and
see if we can find out why this is so. In hon-
esty to ourselves, which I think is allowable,
we cannot say that it is because we are evil
money grubbers. Not only do we give much
time and money, but making money is the
essential goal of private enterprise and the
manner in which it plays its public role.
Profit-making makes the system produce
many of the things that the public wants
and should have. Moreover, making profit in
a competitive marketplace makes the con-
sumer king—which iz hardly an undemo-
cratic or anti-soclal condition. It helps avoid
political kings.

But there is more than this that fairness
to ourselves compels. One of the bulwarks
against so-called “thought-control” is the
primary profit orlentation of the commercial
press—electronic and print. In our world,
where the consumer is king, the press nor-
mally works not for political power or influ-
ence, but to get profits. To get profits, one
need have public acceptance. To get public
acceptance over the long-term, one must be
creditable to the public. Creditability is in-
versely related to cognizable attempts to con-
trol public opinion. Being accurate and be-
ing reliable are important to profit-making.
So profit-making for the press, in a com-
petitive system, disciplines against tenden-
cies to control thought and opinion. This
is no small virtue.

But we have just looked at the mirrors
which show the attractive and ego-fulfilling
sides of us. Let’'s look at another.

While seeking profits in a competitive sys-
tem has the good effects we have just noted,
there is a limit to the system’s capacity to
fill the model spectrum of television pro-
gram choices that, ideally, the public should
have. In other words, it's simply not enough.

let's
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To survive in this competition, each broad-
caster must get acceptance and patronage
from an economically sufficient portion of
the public. While a number of his programs
are not compensatory in themselves, they do
add to the profitability of his whole sched-
ule. And to get this program mix is the art
of statlon operation. But one thing is cer-
tain: if the operator overloads with “loss
leaders,” he will economically sink under
their weight—he will not survive to serve
anybody with anything.

S0, the look at this particular mirror is ego-
deflating. We are not all things to all peo-
ple, and we cannot be. Beyond doubt, we
want to serve our publics and our com-
munities. We are devoted to them for both
profit and non-profit reasons. But we can-
not fill all their needs.

In another direction, we see a non-profit
system attempting to develop, which, if it
could develop, could supply many of the
things to the public that are beyond the
limits of our capacity. I refer, of course, to
the educational or so-called non-commercial
television system. But its growth has been
economically stunted. Can you say that this
is of no concern of yours? I think not.
Many of you have exhibited concern. More
needs to be done, particularly in understand-
ing the problem and devising lasting solu-
tions.

In the non-commercial mirror, much in
the foreground, is reflected the haloed image
of the Ford Foundation. It recently, with
an explosion of publicity, proposed a plan
to use satellite economles for the benefit of
our non-commercial and educational tele-
vislon system., The technical and economiec
contributions which satellite delivery could
make are not new and are certain. In terms
of broad national goals and in view of the
great public investment in the development
of the space medium, special dividends to the
public through support of educational sys-
tems would seem quite justifiable. But this
should not and need not come at a high
cost to other national policy objectives.

Bince I belleve that the Ford proposals,
as publicly presented, do exact a high soclal
cost, I would like to examine them with you
in some detail.

The Ford Foundation proposes a Broad-
caster's [note the possessive] Non-Profit
Satelllte System which, for short, it calls
“BNS.” This is a euphemism for what Ford
admits i1s a more descriptive title: a “Na-
tlonal Non-Profit Radio & Television Dis-
tribution Service.” But the latter title is
misleading in that, with the short title, one
would infer that the BNS undertaking is a
humble one limited to supplylng the physical
means of carriage for the benefit of broad-
casters—commercial and non-commercial.
This is an illusion—intended or not. At
least for the commerecial broadcaster, prob-
ably for the non-commercial broadcaster,
and certainly for our decentralized system of
education, BNS could be a Trojan Horse.
But what is more, the thing that is in the
belly of this animal might be a monster
that could drastically and adversely affect
our institutions of democracy—and it is not
a bit less frightening because it was con-
ceived by a highly sophisticated money-giver
with noble aims.

The Ford Foundation proposes that BNS
not only carry or distribute commercial net-
work programs to affiliated stations but that,
on five other channels, it produce or at least
choose and select all programs that BNS
carries, which would include the following:

1. “Informational and cultural” programs
for the general public, consisting of :

a) News, news interpretation and docu-
mentaries.

b) Public affairs programming.

¢) Political programming.

d) Entertainment programs of
quality” (whatever that means).

"hlgh
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(Ford, with altogether characteristic
charity, leaves to the existing networks “the
full gamut of mass entertainment" which it
implicitly holds to be of low quality and as
including all types of programs other than
those it appropriates for BNS.)

. “Instructive programs” for the students
%né! teachers of all levels of education in the

Thus, BNS is not merely to perform a car-
riage or physical distribution function. The
Foundation proposes that, in all significant
respects, BNS will combine carriage services
with (1) program services similar to many of
those now furnished by the three national
networks and the several syndicated services
and (2) services now performed by the many
suppliers of textbook and educational ma-
terials. Ford emphasizes that BNS is not to
be a common carrier, meaning that it will
not be obliged to carry all programs offered
for carriage, but that, with the monopoly
power it will have acquired, will uncommonly
be allowed to carry only what it chooses.

To combine in one organization the ex-
clusive economic and technical advantage of
such a system as the Foundation proposes,
with the power to choose and select what will
be carried, in United States terms, would be
a social and political catastrophe of great
magnitude. It would tend to concentrate
control over vast areas of vital mass and
educational communications in one founda-
tlon-type organization that would inevitably
be either the master or the servant of polit-
ical government.

Whenever, in our history, we have permit-
ted concentration of control over the physi-
cal means of communication, as in the cases
of telephone and telegraph, we have insisted
that such a monopoly have no control over
content and that it carry all legal communi-
cations offered. Control over content, as in
the case of broadcasters, has been permitted
only where a competitive market was pro-
posed and was deemed feasible. Monopolistic
power over both the means and the content
of communication has never been tolerated
where it could be avoided. The underlying
reasons were not merely economic or what
has come to be called “antitrust” considera-
tions. The compelling reason was that dem-
ocratic institutions could not survive con-
centrations of power over knowledge and
what, of knowledge, is to be communicated.

Thus, Congress provided that broadcasting
power be dispersed among a number of com-
peting licensees and among the several states
and communities. It mandated a decentral-
ized structure and not a monolithic one.
Pursuant to this congressional mandate, the
Commission has adopted basic policies in
allocating and assigning frequencies and in
regulating the industry that propose to avoid,
wherever possible, either local or national
concentrations of power over the communi-
cation of knowledge. The Ford Foundation
proposal, in its present form, not only con-
flicts with these basic policles but would
tend to make them fruitless, meaningless
and quixotic.

The Ford Foundation in the opening phase
of BNS operations proposes that BNS have
control over the content of at least 20 chan-
nels that would blanket four regions of the
United States with five services each. I say
“at least” because Ford does not make clear
whether BNS would exercise any measure of
content control over the 24 channels that
would be made available for distribution of
the programs of commercial networks.

Included in the five services, with respect
to which BNS would be the program selector,
would be its own journalistic, public affairs,
political and entertalnment programming—
so-called “cultural and informational” serv-
ice. The great economic advantage that BNS,
as a program and knowledge purveyor, would
have over its competition—the national net-
works—would tend to drive the latter from
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the unprofitable “cultural and Iinforma-
tional” fields—thus leaving BNS with a vir-
tual monopoly. The networks would tend to
be confined to the flelds of “mass entertain-
ment”—all as Ford suggests.

Now, to Ford and its coterie of advisors,
this might be an appealing prospect, but it
would be a tragedy for the freedom of com-
munlcation of knowledge. And the cata-
clysmic effect of this disaster could well ex-
pand over time.

Direct satellite-to-home distribution of
television programs will be economically and
technically feasible almost before BNS could
start its initial phase. And, if the logic Ford
advanced to support the intended undertak-
ings of BNS is acceptable, who but BNS would
be the logical entity to take over such serv-
ices and all the advertising and subscription
revenues that BNS could then use In support
of its noble “instructive” goals? And then
why not expand its services to include fac-
simile distribution of printed versions of “in-
formational,” “cultural” and “instructive”
material—e.g.,, newspapers, periodicals and
books?

By this time, and with its great economic
advantage, BNS could well become the sole,
or at least the primary, source of the educa-
tional materials that are used in our educa~
tional institutions. It has often been sald
that our textbook manufacturers are the real
programmers of the curricula of our nation’s
schools. But there 1s keen competition in
this fleld. And there is the flexibility of
choice for each educational unit that a com-
parative marketplace offers.

How could one achieve greater power over
the present and future of our nation than to
combine monopolistic power over what is
taught in our schools with monopolistic
power over the knowledge that is distributed
through the print and electronic media?

Is this a ludicrous parade of horrors? I
sincerely hope so. But my hope is clouded
by Ford's failure to even discuss—let alone
deal—with these vital matters. True, Mr,
Bundy said that they were primarily inter-
ested in generating discussion. But, with all
the intellectual talent at its disposal, is it
possible that the potential monolithic effects
of satellite distribution systems never oc-
curred to Ford? I find this very difficult to
believe. If it did occur to the Foundation,
how, in its stated interest for a full and
complete discussion of the subject, did it fail
to even suggest this as an area for serious
discussion and study?

My hope is also clouded by the foreknowl-
edge that some of Ford’'s advisors have been
prominent critics of the effectiveness and
even of the morality of our profit system for
the distribution of “informational and cul-
tural” materials.

My hope is further clouded by Ford's great
emphasis upon the “non-profit” and “non-
common-carrier” status of BNS. As though
“non-profit” enterprises are unadulterated
and matchless virtues. I will not throw rocks
at charity nor at the great public services
that the countless non-governmental non-
profit institutions have uniquely contributed
to this country’s welfare and progress. But
no one, no one—government or not—profit
or not—should be given the remotest oppor-
tunity of establishing monopoly power over
the dissemination of knowledge in this coun-
try. And we should not reject our national
experience: the profit motive that spurs a
competitive marketplace, with all its ad-
mitted shortcomings, is nevertheless a bul-
wark against opinion control.

But with all of its contributions, the com-
petitive free enterprise system has left gaps
in public service—“cultural,” “informa-
tional” and “instructive.” These gaps need
to be filled. An effective parallel non-profit
system is a must. Broadcasters should join
and work vigorously in their efforts to con-
struct it. And I hope such efforts will be less
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negative than my discussion of the Ford pro-
posal has been today. I will try to end
with a positive and, I hope, a constructive
suggestion.

First, let me repeat—it is impossible to
belleve that the Foundatlon, with the tre-
mendous intellectual talent at its disposal,
can be unaware of the grave soclal evils that
would flow from the birth of BNS, as Ford
conceived it. Perhaps it really believed, or
perhaps even hoped, that the fetus it had
spawned would abort. It is hardly attrac-
tive to take up the role of abortionist, but,
unless there is a prenatal surgical operation
that will modify this fetal monster, abortion
is precisely what I suggest for the Ford pro-

What kind of surgery would help? Prin-
cipally to make certain that if BNS or any-
one else is to have a monopoly over the phys-
ical means of distributing communications
via satellite, it shall have no control or dis-
cretion whatsoever over the content of the
broadcasts it carries and shall carry, within
the limits of its capacity, all legal communi-
cations offered. In other words, it, or who-
ever supplies the service, shall be a common
carrier and not an uncommon monster,

Such surgery might, though not necessar-
ily, destroy the Foundation’s hope for pro-
ducing a pittance—a pittance by its own
admission—for support of our country’s
educational systems. But this, I submit, we
can forgo If the pittance would only be
food for the monster the Ford proposal
might create.

Thank you.

THE SINEWS OF PEACE

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, on March 5, 1946, Winston Church-
ill delivered an address at Westminster
College in Fulton, Mo. Although he
warned of war the name of the speech
was “The Sinews of Peace,” and he used
for the first time, a phrase, “Iron Cur-
tain,” which since has become an inte-
gral part of our vocabulary.

Last Thursday, the cornerstone of a
memorial to that address was laid on the
Westminster campus. The memorial is
to be the rebuilt church of St. Mary
Aldermanbury which was designed by
Christopher Wren in the 1T7th century
and damaged in World War II.

The importance of this event is de-
scribed well in an editorial which ap-
peared in the Yankton Daily Press and
Dakotan of Yankton, S. Dak., October 4.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the editorial be
inserted at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

[From Yankton (S. Dak.) Dally Press &

Dakotan, Oct. 4, 1966]
MEMORIAL TO IMMORTAL WORDS

To all the other distinctions earned by
Winston Churchill in his lifetime, another is
belng conferred upon him 21 months after
his death. It is perhaps unique in history—
a memorial to a speech,

It was on March 5, 1946, that Churchill,
recently turned out of office hy the nation
he had led through World War II, delivered
an address at Westminster College in Fulton,
Mo., that was to rank in fame second only
to the “blood, sweat and tears” with which
he inspired the British people in 1940,

“From Stettin in the Baltic,” said Church-
ill, “to Trieste In the Adriatic, an iron cur-
tain has descended across the continent.”

The “iron curtaln” speech put the little
college on the map and the phrase immedi-
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ately entered the vocabulary. Churchill’'s
words also shocked the democracies into the
realization that the wartime alliance between
Russia and the West was at an end and that
even as in 1919, when men were congratu-
lating themselves on having won “the war
to end wars,” the seeds of even greater con-
flict to come were already sprouting.

The memorial, whose, cornerstone is to be
laid on the Westminster campus on Oct. 6,
will be a rebuilt London landmark, the
church of St. Mary Aldermanbury. Designed
by Christopher Wren in the 17th century, it
was damaged in World War II and was at one
time scheduled for destruction. ¥

More than a million dollars have been con-
tributed to the restoration fund. Additional
monles are still needed for an attached
museum and library which will hold a collec-
tion of Churchill paintings, manuscripts and
memorabilia,

It is nearly forgotten that the title of
Churchill’s speech was “The Sinews of
Peace,” While he warned of war, his empha~
sis was on the strengthening of freedom so
that “the high roads of the future will be
clear, not only for us, but for all, not only
for our time, but for the century to come.”

Today, some 20 years later, the Iron Cur-
tain still exists, but the conditions on which
Churchill based his somber pronouncement
are startlingly changed. Europe is a miracle
removed from the shambles it was in then.
The expansion of communism has long since
been blunted and disarray infects the Com-
munist bloe the world over.

We think that If Churchill were alive to
speak again at Fulton, he would tell us that
not only from Stettin to Trieste but from
Seoul to Salgon, even in the midst of a loeal
war and universal crisis, a curtain is Iifting
before the eyes of men, showing them a
vision of peace and progress such as they
have never seen before.

That this is so is due in no small measure
to the fact that a man named Winston
Churchill once lived and spoke.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVEN-
TION PROJECTS APPROVED BY
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, in order
that the Members of the Senate and of
the House of Representatives, and other
interested parties may be advised of the
various projects approved by the Com-
mittee on Public Works on October 10,
1966, I submit for inclusion in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, information on this
madtter:

Projects approved by the Commitiee on Pub-
lic Works under the Watershed Protection

and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 566,
83d Congress, as amended

Estimated
Project Federal cost
Georgla, Little Sandy and Trail
Creek --~ $1,286, 141
Oklahoma, Caston-Mountain
Creek 1, 868, 8379
Texas, Choctaw Creek_ . . . ___ 4, 837, 546
Total Ll 7,987, 066

BUILDING PROJECTS APPROVED
BY COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
WORKS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in or-
der that the Members of the Senate and
of the House, particularly the Commit-
tees on Appropriations, and other inter-
ested parties, may be advised of the pub-
lic building projects approved by the
Committee on Public Works on October
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10, 1966, under the provisions of the
Public Buildings Act of 1959, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, information on
the following projects:

Federal
estimated
NEW CONSTRUCTION cost

Los Angeles, Calif.: Federal Office

Bldg. (supplement), parking

faodligaritt teser i n el CRRNT $5, 582, 000
Porthill, Idaho: Border station.. 230, 900
Dayton, Ohio:

(a) Post office bullding (re-

Yihed) Lot g Thc - il 7,292, 000

(b) Courthouse and FOB.._-- 4, 738, 000
Fort Worth, Tex.: Federal office

buillding (supplemental) park-

ing facility 8,081, 000

ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSIONS
St. Louis, Mo.: Ordnance.....-. 9, 266, 000
Cleveland, Ohio: Post office, cus-

tomhouse and courthouse-_..._ 1, 090, 000
Fort Worth, Tex.: Federal center

(formerly Army depot)---_--- 3, 081, 000
Tyler, Tex.: Post office and court-

house (extenslon)..--e--mea-- 2, 279, 000

U.8.8. “UTAH"

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, almost
everyone knows about the 1,102 Amer-
ican officers and men who lie enfombed
in the hulk of the U.S.8. Arizona at Pearl
Harbor. Many tributes have been paid
to them and their bravery under Jap-
anese fire in the infamous attack of De-
cember 7, 1941. A grafteful Nation has
erected a handsome monument over the
Arizona where the colors are flown every
day.

But relatively few people realize that
the same recognition has not been given
to 54 other officers and men who also lost
their lives in the Pearl Harbor attack,
and who lie entombed in the U.S.8. Utah
only a few miles away. Their resting
place is identified only by a small plaque.

I have been trying to do something
about this now since early in 1963—
through four sessions of the Congress.
I introduced a bill in the 88th Congress
directing the Secretary of the Navy to
have a flagpole erected over the U.S.8.
Utah which lies half submerged off Ford
Island, and to direct that the colors be
raised and lowered each day. I reinftro-
duced the bill at the beginning of the
89th Congress.

In each Congress the measure has been
cosponsored by more than 30 other Mem-
bers of the Senate. President EKennedy
expressed interest in the bill, as has
President Johnson. Yet I have been un-
able to get hearings held on it, although
I have repeatedly requested them. I
had sincerely hoped that the colors could
be raised for the first time next Decem-
ber 7—on the 25th anniversary of the
Pearl Harbor attack. Iam deeply disap-
pointed that this cannot be done.

The Department of the Navy insists
that the flag which flies over the U.S.S.
Arizona is for all of the Pearl Harbor
dead. This implies that if our flag were
flown over the Utah it would detract from
the flag and memorial over the Arizona.
I do not agree and I do not feel we in the
Congress should let the Department of
the Navy tell us what we should do about
this. The Utah is on the opposite side of
Ford Island, out of view of the Arizona.
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It is a separate ship in a separate loca-
tion. Moreover, there are separate flags
flying over other Pear]l Harbor dead who
are buried in land cemeteries nearby—
and the Utah is just as much a military
cemetery as any plot of ground contain-
ing graves and the granite markers and
flowers. Flying the flag over the Utah,
and raising and lowering it each day,
would give similar recognition to its men.

Almost every State, and certainly every
area of the country, has one or more of
its boys listed among the U.S.S. Utah
dead. Of the 43 men whose bodies were
not found or identified, 13 gave Cali-
fornia as their home State; 11, Texas; 3
each Illinois, Towa, Washington State
and New York; 2 each Colorado, Mis-
souri, Virginia and Massachusetts; 1 each
Kentucky, Arkansas, Minnesota, Louisi-
ana, Michigan, Oregon, Ohio, and Ne-
braska; and one who did not list his
home. He was, however, born in Iowa.
Another man was a native of the Philip-
pine Islands. Many men showed next-
of-kin in States other than their home at
time of enlistment, so there is hardly a
State which is not touched in some way
by the ghostly hand of those entombed in
the U.S.8. Utah.

Mr, President, the more than 30 spon-
sors of this bill in the Senate are not ask-
ing for an elaborate or costly memorial
structure for the U.S.S. Uteh. We are
asking only for a simple standard from
which our national emblem can be raised
with each dawn and lowered with each
sunset so that all who see it can remem-
ber and honor the brave men who lie
under it. We ask only for the men of the
U.S.8. Utah the same recognition which
is willingly given to our other military
dead wherever they may lie the world
OVer.

Since this 89th Congress will now
shortly adjourn, I realize that we prob-
ably cannot take action on the U.S.S.
Utah bill before adjournment. I shall re-
introduced the bill in the 90th Congress.
I feel I cannot give up on it. We owe
this recognition to the men who died for
their country and who are now entombed
in the ship. I hope that even a greater
number of my colleagues will feel moved
to cosponsor the measure next year. I
shall begin the fight anew and do every-
thing I can to get the bill considered and
passed.

ADDRESS BY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF THE TREASURY W. TRUE
DAVIS BEFORE MISSOURI BANK-
ERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. LONG of Missourl. Mr. President,
all Americans are today concerned over
the inflationary pressures that are af-
fecting our economy. To maintain our
prosperity and preserve the unprece-
dented gains of the past few years while
dampening these pressures is the vital
task now challenging our society. Assist-
ant Secretary of the Treasury W. True
Davis, speaking before the Missouri
Bankers Association on October 5, dis-
cussed our Nation’s economic objectives.
In doing so, he outlined the achievements
of our economy since 1961 and explained
clearly the administration’s program to
meet the current challenge.

26001

I believe Assistant Secretary Davis’
comments will be of great interest to all
Members of the Senate, particularly as
we consider the President’s recom-
mendations to suspend the investment
tax credit and accelerated depreciation
procedures.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Assistant Secretary Davis’
speech be printed at this point in the
RECoORD.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcOrD,
as follows:

NatioNaL EconomIC OBJECTIVES

(Remarks by the Honorable W. True Davis,
Assistant Secretary, at the Missouri Bank-
ers Assoclation, St. Joseph, Mo., October 5,
1966)

It 18 good to be home again, and it is &
pleasure to meet with bankers of the State
of Missourl. For you, more than any other
group of citizens, are afforded a continuous
opportunity to gain a clear perspective and
sensitive understanding of financlal and eco-
nomic conditions within your immediate
communities. We in the Treasury are in-
debted to you, and to the entire banking
fraternity, for the steady inflow of financlal
and business intelligence with which you
provide us. This indispensable intelligence
assists us In formulating future contingency
plans and in initlating immediate measures
to insure continued economic growth and
stability.

We in the Treasury and you in the banking
fraternity have mutual interests and con-
cerns. The most important of these concerns
are the economic welfare of our country and
the individual well-being of our citizens. For
the past six years, this Administration, as
President Johnson recently stated, has been
trying to make economic policy “the servant
of our quest to make American society not
only prosperous but progressive, not only
affluent but humane, offering not only higher
income but wider responsibilities, 1ts people
enjoying not only full employment but fuller
lives.”

No nation has ever enjoyed such prosperity,
nor have so many people at one time ever par-
ticipated in such prosperity. Almost 76.5
million people are now working, and less than
four percent of our labor force is unemployed.
Our economy today is healthy and strong.
For 68 months—more than five and one-half
years—the trend of our economy has been
pointed in one direction only; and that direc-
tlon is up! The remarkable, the unique fea~
ture of this rise has been the fact that it
has taken place in the presence of a fine bal~
ance of consumer demand and capacity to
produce.

Today’s prosperity did not come about by
accident. Today's prosperity is the direct
result of this Administration’s intelligent
and wise use of economie, fiscal, and mone-
tary policies since 1961, President John-
son’s antl-inflation program, now before the
Congress, s designed to preserve this fine
balance of demand and capacity to pro-
duce, and to extend our gains through a call
upon all—business, consumers, the Federal
Government and the Congress—for respon-
sible economic conduct in the months and
years ahead.

It was Proust who pointed out that in the
remembrances and understanding of things
past the present becomes more viable, more
meaningful, more clearly comprehended.
Remembrances of economic conditions in the
past s essential if we are to have a clear
perspective of how far we have progressed,
how solid that progression now is, and how
firm the foundations are for bullding the fu-
ture. When our current economic expan-
sion began in 1961, our economy was only
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slowly emerging from a protracted reces-
slon.

This recesslon was only one of four with
which we had been afflicted during the post-
war years. Unemployment was intolerably
high, and business investment was abnor-
mally low. It had failed to maintain ade-
quate levels of growth, and it was far less
than necessary to generate vigorous eco-
nomic growth and enable us to compete in
world markets against other industrialized
countries whose annual rate of growth sur-
passed ours. We were also plagued with &
chronic series of deficits in our international
balance of payments. These averaged more
than $31% billion a year for three years, They
not only rendered the dollar vulnerable, but
they threatened the international monetary
system which the dollar supported.

It is true that prices had remained rela-
tively stable during the 1958-1961 period.
This price stability, however, was achleved
at the expense of not achieving our national
goals of full employment and sustained, ade-
quate economic growth. It was the result
not of a pattern of positive and productive
growth, but rather the result of a pattern
of anemic and inadequate growth that had
shown itself exceedingly susceptible to
recession.

Our aim in 1961—even as now—was to
pursue and achieve four national economic
goals simultaneously: price stability; strong
and sustained economic growth; full em-
ployment; relative equilibrium in our inter-
national balance of payments.

To an extent unprecedented in a free
economy we have moved—simultaneously—
toward these accomplishments. We have
refused—and we still refuse—to accept the
old thesls that high employment can only
be achieved at the expense of price stability,
or that price stability must be accompanied
by considerable unemployment, These eco-
nomic goals are not incompatible. It was
not necessary then, nor is it now, to sacri-
fice any one of these goals in our pursuit
to secure and maintain all of them. Our
course of action then—as now—was to take
a flexible step-by-step approach to the solu-
tion of our economic problems and the
achievement of our national economic goals.
In pursuing this course we recognized then—
as we do now—that Inevitable conflicts will
arise in the attainment of these goals. The
existence of such conflicts, however, does not
negate the wisdom of our approach to their
solution, nor justify our pursuit of one goal
at the expense of ancther. It merely means
that we rationally determine the relative
speed with which we wish to simultaneously
pursue all of our goals.

To restore the vitality of the private
economy, it was essential to liberate Ameri-
can enterprise from policles that had stified
private investment. It was imperative to
provide business incentives that would en-
able business and industry to expand and
grow, thus enabling them successfully to
meet increasing foreign competition, while
providing jobs to alleviate chronic unem-
ployment. To bring this about, the Treasury
early in 1962 revised depreciation guide-lines
for tax purposes, and, at the President's
request, Congress enacted a tax credit of
7 percent on new investment in machinery
and equipment. These measures encour-
aged productive new business investment
that meant new jobs, greater economic
growth, greater productivity and lower
costs—all of which are essential to continued
price stability and progress in our inter-
national balance of payments.

Simultaneously, we undertook a massive
effort to attack the problem of structural
unemployment by adopting ploneering new
efforts to train and retrain unskilled and
semi-skilled workers to make them more
employable and more productive.

Paralleling these fiscal measures—revised
depreciation guide-lines and the 7 percent
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investment tax credit—we also adopted a
dual approach to over-all economic policy.
Through a massive, across-the-board income
tax reduction we sought to increase the gen-
eral level of demand in the private economy
and to enhance the incentives for productive
investment. Through wage-price guide-
lines, we encouraged wage-price restraint so
that measures for growing productivity and
for growing aggregate demand would result
in rapid and real economic growth. -

Debt management during this period was
called upon to support the Administration’s
efforts to stimulate the economy, help
achieve our balance of payments objectives,
and help maintain a financial environment
favorable to home expansion and external
balance. By adding to the market supply of
very short-term issues, notably Treasury
bills, the Treasury materially assisted the
Federal Regerve System in maintaining our
short-term money market rates in reasonable
alljgnment with those abroad. This appre-
clably reduced the incentives for short-
term capital flows to forelgn money markets.

The Treasury also issues short-term bonds
to forelgn monetary authoritles, denomi-
nated in their own currencies, as a means of
absorbing foreign monetary balances that
might have otherwise been pressed upon us
for conversion into gold.

Such measures in the fiscal, monetary, and
economic areas as I have briefly discussed
had the desired effect of reducing our bal-
ance of payments deficit to more manage-
able proportions, appreciably encouraging
the free flow of credit so vital to industry,
home buyers, and State and local govern-
ments, and stimulating the economy by pro-
moting necessary business and industrial
expansion. The end result of these enlight-
ened policies was the greatest upsurge of
economic well-being in the history of the
world.

A few notable statlstics
achievements.

Gross National Product: In 1960, our GNP
totaled $503.8 billion. Today our GNP is
running at an annual rate of more than
$732.6 billion.

Personal Income: In 1960, total personal
income amounted to $401 billion. In August
of 1966, It was running at an estimated an-
nual rate of $585 billion,

Corporate Profits after Taxes ran at an
all-time high of some $48.7 billlon in the
first half of this year. This compares most
favorably with the $26.7 billlon rate of after-
tax corporate profit in 1960.

Personal Income per capita of the Farm
Population rose sharply in 19656 to almost
30 percent above the 1964 level. The situa-
tion continues to improve this year.

Almost every American has benefited from
the prosperity of the Sixtles. So, too, have
tens of millions of people throughout the
world through our agricultural and financial
assistance programs which reflect this pros-
perity and economic growth.

Maintaining this prosperity and preserving
our unprecedented gains, while we dampen
those inflationary pressures that during the
past few months have adversely affected our
economy, is the vital task that challenges
our free society today.

To achieve our desired objective—price sta-
bility and economic growth—the President
sent to Congress on September 8, an anti-
inflation program, which incorporated the
following principal, inter-related elements:

1. Measures to Reduce Federal Expendi-
tures:

As part of his anti-inflation drive, Pres-
ident Johnson hag directed all agency heads
to hold employment in full-time permanent
positions for the remainder of this fiscal
year at or below the level of July 31, 1966.
Those agencies whose employment now ex-
ceeds the July 31 level are to reduce their
employment as expeditiously as possible.

Employment in temporary, part-time, or
intermittent positions for the remainder of

emphasize our
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this fiscal year will also be held at, or re-
duced to, the prevailing level as of June 30
of this year. .

To meet the employment ceilings estab-
lished by the President, he directed Federal
agencies to increase their productivity, re-
deploy personnel, simplify procedures, and
strip work to essentials. The President also
directed them to reduce total overtime pay
for this fiscal year to the level contemplated
in the President’s budget recommendations
for fiscal year 1967, or to a level 25 percent
below the actual overtime pay for fiscal year
1966,

The President directed that lower priority
Federal programs be reduced by $1.56 billion
during the present fiscal year. This will be
accomplished by deferring, stretching out, or
reducing contracts, new orders, and commit-
ments. Each major agency has been given
a savings target with orders to meet that
target.

The Presldent will also defer and reduce
Federal Expenditures:

By requesting appropriations for Federal
programs at levels substantially below those
now being authorized by the Congress;

By withholding appropriations provided
above budget recommendations whenever
possible; and

By cutting spending in other areas which
have significant fiscal impact in 1967,

The total reduction in federal expenditures
resulting from these measures this fiscal
year will be at least—and probably more
than—g3 billion.

This reduction in Federal spending will
not be at the expense of necessary, vital pro-
grams essential to raising the quality of
American life—the education of our chil-
dren, providing for their health, rebuilding
our decaying citles, and eradicating diseases
that daily destroy or irreparably damage the
lives of millions of Americans.

Nor will this reduction in Federal spend-
ing be at the expense of our country’s efforts
to preserve the peace.

Rather, this reduction in Federal spending
that the President has requested will reflect
our continued efforts to operate at greater
levels of efficlency and reduce to a minimum
non-essential programs in the pursuit of our
national goals.

2. Suspension of Special Tax Incentives to
Investment:

The second important element in the Presi-
dent’s anti-inflation message to the Congress
deals with the suspension of the speclal in-
centives to investment, including the 7 per-
cent tax credit on investment and accelerated
depreciation procedures. The President has
asked that these incentives be suspended for
168 months, beginning September 1, 1966, and
ending January 1, 1068.

Why is the suspension of the 7 percent
investment tax credit enacted in 1962 now
necessary? The answer is that the current
demands thrust upon our machinery and
equipment industries are too great to be ab-
sorbed.

This year business intends to spend 17 per-
cent more on plant and equipment than it
spent last year. This increased expenditure
comes upon the top of a 15.56 percent increase
in 1965, and a 14.5 Increase in 1964. Invest-
ment in machinery and equipment during the
past three years has risen more than twice
as fast as our Gross National Product. It is
taking place today, moreover, despite higher
interest rates and tighter money.

This capital-goods demand falls on top of
the extraordinary burden placed on the econ-
omy by the accelerated increase during the
past year of the costs of our defense of free-
dom in Vietnam, Capital-goods demands
have created such a demand for investment
credit that during the past few months there
has been an unprecedented rise in interest
rates that has created many inequities, such
as a shortage of funds for home buyers, that
can no longer be tolerated.
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Consequently, the temporary suspension of
this investment incentive, which will relieve
excessive pressures on capital goods producers
and on our financial markets, is now as nec-
essary to the stabilization of our Nation's
economic growth as its Initiation once was to
its stimulation and development.

Just as machinery and equipment outlays
are stimulated by the investment tax credit,
so outlays for construction of commercial
and industrial buildings are stimulated by
accelerated depreclation. Like the invest-
ment tax credit, accelerated depreclation is
today contributing to inflationary pressures.
Both logic and equity require its temporary
suspension, along with suspension of the in-
vestment tax credit.

3. Federal Reserve Board and Large Com-
merclal Banks:

The third element of the President’s anti-
inflation program is concerned with abate-
ment of pressures on interest rates and
avolding inequitable effects of very tight
money. The President urged the Federal
Reserve Board, in executing its policy of
monetary restraint, and our large commer-
cial banks, to cooperate with him and the
Congress to lower Interest rates and to ease
the inequitable burden of tight money.

One aspect of the President's recommenda-
tion in this area has already been completed.
Two weeks ago the Congress passed and the
President signed a law which provides Fed-
eral agencies with additional flexible au-
thority to set interest cellings on bank time
deposits and savings and loan accounts. As
you know, the Federal Reserve, the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, and the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board all moved
promptly to regulate the fierce competition
for consumer savings which has tended to
push up interest rates and divert funds away
from home building and buying.

As part of the President's program to help
reduce current pressures on the money mar-
ket and on interest rates, he directed Treas-
ury Secretary Fowler to review all potential
Federal security sales. Secretary Fowler did
so promptly, and on September 10 announced
a program for keeping Federal pressures on
the money market at a minimum. The main
points in the Secretary's program include:

Cancelling the sale of FNMA participation
certificates tentatively scheduled for Sep-
tember, with no further FNMA participation
sale in the market for the rest of 1966 unless
market conditions improve;

Discontinuing Export-Import Bank sales
of additional participation certificates in the
market for the rest of the calendar year;

and

Limiting market sales of Federal agency
securities in the aggregate to an amount
required to replace maturing issues, while
raising new money only to the extent gen-
uinely needed through sales of agency securi-
tles to Government investment accounts.

These measures clearly indicate the Ad-
ministration’s determination to restrain in-
flationary pressures. In turn, the President
hopes that the financial community will seize
the earliest opportunity to lower interest
rates and improve the allocation of existing
supplies of credit.

The anti-inflation program laid before the
Congress on September 8 was the latest move
in a careful step-by-step program on the part
of the Administration over the past year to
combat the threat of inflation where and
when it has appeared. The Administration
has acted—successfully—to avoid infiation-
ary pressures in consumer demand, as it is
now acting to abate pressures in the capital
goods market. Actions which the Admin-
istration has already taken, beginning last
January, have resulted in the removal of $10
billion of excess purchasing power from the
economy. This was achieved by:

Increasing by 6 billion payroll taxes for
soclal security and medicare.

Restoring $1 billion in excise taxes.
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Withholding an additional #1 billlon in
income taxes.

Speeding up by $1 billion corporate tax
payments.

Administrative acceleration of tax pay-
ments by #1 billion.

Moreover, action has been taken to re-
dress the sharp impact of monetary restraint
on home bullding. With the signing of the
Federal National Mortgage Assoclation Bill
early last month, there was a large potential
increase in the avallability of money for
home mortgages. In time, the $1 billion
special assistance program and the expan-
sion of FNMA secondary market purchase
authority by $3.75 billion could finance 300,-
000 new homes.

Earlier I mentioned that the fiscal and
monetary measures employed by this Ad-
ministration enabled us to pursue all of our
national economic goals simultaneously.
One goal was to achieve equilibrium in our
balance of payments deficit, Although we
have had considerable success during the
past five and one-half years in this pursuit,
the problem still exists. Last year, our pay-
ments deficit was $1.3 billion on a liguidity
basis. So far this year, it is running at
about the same rate—despite a rapid increase
in the foreign exchange costs of our defense
of freedom in Asia running about $1 billion
more than a year earlier. We have a pay-
ment deficit on military account of 2.6 bil-
lion and on foreign aid account of three-
quarters of a billion dollars. The total of
these two items together is about two and
one-half times our overall deficlt. We in-
tend to correct this. As Secretary Fowler
sald last week in his address before the an-
nual meeting in the nation’s capital of the
International Monetary Fund: “We want
and intend to attain balance. We do not
intend in the future to meet the world
reserve needs by an American deficit.” How
we solve our payments deficit will depend
“on the composite result of our own efforts
and the policies of other countries, particu-
larly the countries in persistent surplus.”
But solve our problem we will.

The practicing of economic restraint and
the acceptance of economic responsibility
rests not alone with the Executive and Ad-
ministrative branches of the Federal Gov-
ernment. BSince we are all concerned, since
we are all involved in the continued eco-
nomic growth of our country and the eco-
nomic well-being of our fellow Americans,
we must practice restraint and assume our
individual share of national economic re-
sponsibility. Our individual and collective
efforts now, as in the immediate future,
should be directed to eliminating inflation-
Ary pressures on our economy that are im-
posing unnecessary hardships on millions
of Americans and threatening the security
of our economic achievements of the past
six years,

The financial community, of which you
form a vital part, has an extremely important
role to play in accomplishing this objective.
The President has asked that you seize the
earllest opportunity to lower Interest rates
and improve the allocation of existing sup-
plies of credit. Banks should handle money
and credit equitably, without extracting ex-
cessive profits, relylng less on high interest
rates to price borrowers out of the market
and more on the placing of appropriate credit
cellings.

American business should base demands
for credit on genuine needs, maintain inven-
tories based on current requirements, post-
pone unnecessary Investment projects, es-
tablish prices based on real costs, and limit
profits to those appropriate for a steadlly
expanding economy.

The course of action that President John-
son set down in his economic to the
Congress, which I have reviewed briefly with
you, is designed to keep the American econ-
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omy on the safe course of stable prosperity
that it has enjoyed for the past five and one-
half years. It is a flexible course, not a
rigid course. Should future conditions re-
quire its implementation, then additional
steps will be taken to insure the pursuit and
attainment of our goal. That goal, as I have
emphasized, is to maintain a strong, vigor-
ous, balanced economy.

The maintenance of an economy that grows
in good balance is imperative for the achieve-
ment of our national goals, for the successful
prosecution of our efforts to bring peace to
the people of Vietnam and Southeast Asia,
and for continuing our assistance through-
out the world to developing nations in their
efforts to raise their living standards while
they eradicate soclal ills that breed revolu-
tion and war.

The principal theme of our endeavors—
equally of interest to business, banking,
labor, government, and individual citizens—
must be in the future as it has been in the
past—cooperation, good will, and mutual
trust. Working together we can solve any
problem, settle any dispute, resolve any dif-
ference. This will not be difficult, for work-
ing together, utilizing human resources and
talents, is the American way of doing things.

SHIFT FROM COEXISTENCE TO
PEACEFUL ENGAGEMENT

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
President Johnson’s speech of last Fri-
day to the National Conference of Edi-
torial Writers offers opportunity, as he
said, to “shift from the narrow concept
of coexistence to the broader vision of
peaceful engagement.”

I hope officials of the Soviet Union will
read the statement carefully and make
it available to their citizens. I believe
the President has given voice to the deep-
seated conviction of most Americans
that the world’s superpowers have more
in common than in disagreement.

The President’s remarks of last Friday
spelled out details of ways in which these
two great powers can move toward mak-
ing the world safe for mankind. This
speech is the logical next step to his
speech .t Idaho Falls, where he said:

Our compelling task is this: to search for
every possible area of agreement that might
conceivably enlarge, no matter how slightly
or how slowly, the prospect for cooperation
between the United States and the Sovlet
Union. In the benefits of such cooperation,
the whole world would share and so, I think,
would both nations.

The President’s thoughts at Idaho
Falls, elaborated to the editorial writers,
are an extension of those he expressed
in December of 1964, when he called on
the United States “to build new bridges
to Eastern Europe—bridges of ideas,
education, culture, trade, technical co-
operation and mutual understanding for
world peace and prosperity.”

In the building of these bridges, East-
West agreements have been sought such
as the consular convention now before
the Senate, a bilateral Aviation Agree-
ment, and the East-West Trade Rela-
tions Act of 1966. No one expects that
when these proposals are finally agreed
to there will be changes in the basic
nature of Eastern Europe’s political sys-
tem or that longstanding animosities
between East and West will be elimi-
nated. What I believe the President
expects is that a broadening of cultural
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and educational exchanges and an ex-
pansion of trade will have a salutary
effect on East-West political relation-
ships.

In a world where the United States
and the Soviet Union are uncomfortably
bound together by the mutual capacity
to destroy each other, it is important
to our survival that our mutual stake
in military stability and responsible be-
havior be protected and strengthened.
The ties of trade and cultural exchange
are some of the few channels available
to us to shape mutually advantageous
relations. To put it another way, the
interdependence of the Soviet Union and
. the United States inspired by the fear
of mutual annihilation must gradually
be replaced by economic and cultural
interdependence. Expanded trade with
Eastern Europe and educational and
cultural exchange agreements serve to
stimulate the contact of peoples and the
exchange of ideas; and this should not
be feared, but welcomed.

Mr. President, I think we are aware
of the obstacles that exist both within
Congress and throughout the country to
a broadening of our commercial and cul-
tural contacts with Eastern Europe. I
am not entirely sure what critics fear
from increased contact with the East.
In time, the intimate contact of peoples
and ideas brought on by an expansion of
trade and cultural relations with Eastern
Europe will alter the attitudes and out-
look of the participants themselves, Do
we really have reason to fear the changes
in attitude that an improvement of our
relations with Eastern Europe will bring?
I believe that we should have more con-
fidence in our own political and economic
system and our intelligence.

I realize all too well that the turmoil
of Vietnam impedes the building of the
bridges to the East that President John-
son seeks. Nevertheless, I share his hope
and commend his determination that the
United States will pursue every chance
of communication and contact with the
East in spite of Vietnam.

One area where some of the barriers
to East-West understanding could be re-
moved is the still contentious issue of the
settlement of Russia’s World War II
lend-lease debts to the United States.
The United States during the settlement
negotiations in 1951-52 offered to reduce
the lend-lease debt to $800 million, while
the Soviet Union in the course of the
negotiations raised its initial counter-
offer to $300 million. Despite a brief
resumption of these negotiations in 1960,
the issue remains totally deadlocked.

Surely there must be some way of
breaking this impasse if we apply the
determined spirit to search for every pos-
sible area of agreement with the Soviet
Union called for by President Johnson
in his Idaho Falls speech and his speech
to the editorial writers. Moreover, we
have recently received yet another indi-
cation that the Soviet Union is remark-
ably flexible and pragmatic in its ap-
proach to commercial and financial deal-
ings with the West.

According to the press, several months
ago the Russian Government and the
Italian Fiat Automobile Co. signed an
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agreement whereby Fiat will participate
in the building of an automobile factory
in the Soviet Ukraine. By this arrange-
ment, Italy’s share, in the form of credits
to Moscow, represents some $322 million
of the almost $800 million total cost of
the facilities. For their part, the Soviets
will provide another $300 million pri-
marily in plant and labor costs, while
Britain and France and probably the
United States will extend credit for ma-
chinery, tools, and other heavy equip-
ment, I might also note that late last
month a Soviet Minister of Trade, in de-
seribing a Soviet 5-year plan calling for
the production of some 800,000 automo-
biles by 1970, spoke of the “broad oppor-
tunities for the expansion” of commercial
contacts with the West. The Fiat ar-
rangement will clearly play an important
role in this expansion of East-West com-
mercial contacts.

Press reports as recently as October 8
describe an approach made to the Ford
Motor Co. by the Soviet Union for assist-
ance in the construction of production
facilities in Russia. Apparently those
approaches were rebuffed.

But the French are interested and are
negotiating for the construction of a
Renault plant in the Soviet Union, even
if we are not.

While I do not wish to attach undue
significance to economic and technical
Jjoint ventures of East and West of this
kind, these automobile projects do,
nevertheless, provide one more indica-
tion that the challenges and opportuni-
ties of practical economic cooperation
are gradually eroding the barriers of
ideological differences. I am encouraged
that the U.S. business firms may partici-
pate in the Fiat contract by providing
modern machinery such as heavy forges
and presses. I can only hope that these
business arrangements will not be un-
dermined by the kind of mischievous do-
mestic pressure that destroyed plans of
Firestone International to construet two
synthetic rubber plants in Rumania.

However important this automobile
agreement may be to the future of the
Soviet Union’s consumer industries or
the development of larger European
markets—markets embracing, as they
should, the Soviet Union—it will also
bring, I feel, some political and psycho-
logical benefits. These are the benefits
of a developing habit of East-West co-
operation in commercial enterprises.

It seems to me that the Fiat example
of East-West cooperation holds out the
promise of similar cooperation in other
areas. If the Soviet Union can merge its
resources with those of the West in the
development of joint projects in the So-
viet Union itself, there is no reason why
the United States and the Soviet Union
could not combine their resources and
technological skills in joint efforts in
other areas of the world. The model of
East-West joint development of an auto-
mobile plant in the Soviet Union could
be applied to the joint development of a
fertilizer plant in India or the United
Arab Republic. There is no better way
to foster the habits of cooperation than
to participate in cooperative enter-
prises—be it an automobile plant in Rus-
sia or a fertilizer plant in India. Such
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limited cooperative ventures, I believe,
will also engender a sense that coopera-
tion is possible in other areas, be they
military or political, y

With this model of a cooperative proj-
ect with the Soviet Union in mind, it
seems to me that a similar cooperative
enterprise with the Russians could be a
way to break the deadlock over the set-
tlement of the Soviet Union’s World War
IT lend-lease debts to the United States.

One proposal which might prove mu-
tually acceptable would be a compromise
settlement whereby the United States
would accept the Soviet cash offer of
$300 million and then commit the
amount in dispute—some $500 million—
to a joint Soviet-United States develop-
ment fund for use within the Soviet Un-~
ion or in third countries. As for the
question of what direct return the Unit-
ed States would receive from committing
to a joint development fund money
which, after all, is owed to us, the under-
standing would be that a part of the set-
tlement would be placed in a ruble ac-
couni, placed to the credit of the United
States, to be drawn down by American
scholars and other Government grant-
ees, and perhaps for American firms to
cover land and local construction costs of
blants built in the Soviet Union.

I realize that this proposal is vulner-
able to the charge that the money for
this fund is, in actuality, entirely U.S.
funds, since the Russians owe us the
amount they would be asked to contrib-
ute. But the same charge could have
been raised against past debt and sur-
plus property settlements from which
settlement funds have been used to cre-
ate educational exchange and cultural
programs. Moreover, we must look at
the reality of the matter: negotiations
to resolve the amount in dispute have
been stalled for 6 years, and I see no
prospect of narrowing the gap between
the Soviet offer and the U.S. demands.

At the moment, we have neither the
$300 million in hard currency that a
settlement along the lines I have sug-
gested would bring nor the use of the
amount in dispute for any purpose. I
suggest that there are moments in a
nation’s life when a “half a loaf” is better
than none at all. That is particularly
true in this case where the benefits of
such a settlement may go far beyond the
confines of credit-debit ledgers.

Such a joint development fund would
be a practical way to build economic
bridges of cooperation between East and
West. The Fiat arrangement has dem-
onstrated the possibilities of joint ven-
tures; to build on this model with the de-
velopment of an East-West development
fund would, I believe, make a significant
advance toward a genuine international
community. Both in symbol and sub-
stance the process of commercial coop-
eration will breed new expectations and
attitudes in our relationship with Eastern
Europe. And men and nations can only
be the better for it.

I urge the administration, therefore, to
give serious consideration to negotiations
for the establishment of an East-West
development fund for use in American-
Soviet joint commercial ventures and as
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a source of support for educational and
cultural exchange programs with the
Soviet Union.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD a statement entitled “Background
on Lend-Lease Indebtedness”; an article
entitled “France Seeks Top Position in
Trade With East Europe,” written by
Bernard D. Nossiter, and published in
the Washington Post of October 8, 1966;
and an article entitled “Ford Disdains
Reds’' Car Deal,” written by Robert W.
Irvin, and published in the Washington
Post of October 8, 1966.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BACKGROUND ON LEND-LEASE INDEBTEDNESS

The United States has been unable to reach
a settlement with the Soviet Government for
lend-lease assistance which was delivered be-
fore V-J Day. (The Soviet Union has agreed
to pay for lend-lease delivered after V-J
Day).

The United States furnished approximately
$10.8 billion worth of lend-lease assistance
to the Soviet Union up to V-J Day. In seek-
ing a settlement of this lend-lease account of
the Soviet Government, the United States
has followed the basic principles and poli-
cies  which governed lend-lease settlements
with other governments. The Soviet Gov-
ernment has been asked to pay the reason-
able value of civililan-type lend-lease articles
on hand in the Soyiet Union at V-J Day
which would be useful in peacetime. Since
the U.S.SR. did not provide an inventory
of such articles, the United States prepared
one which showed the value as $2.6 billion.
An additional problem relates to the dis-
position to be made of 84 lend-lease mer-
chant ships and 49 miscellaneous army and
navy watercraft still in Soviet custody, the
value of which is not included in the $2.6
billion figure.

During the initial negotiations the United
States in 1948 requested the U.S.8.R. to pay
$1.3 billion as the first step in the negotiat-
ing process. The Soviet Government had of-
fered to pay $£170 million. During subse-
quent negotiations in 1951-52, the U.S. fig-
ure was reduced to $800 million, In the in-
terest of obtaining a prompt settlement, the
United States indicated its readiness to re-
duce this sum further provided the Soviet
Government increased its offer, which at the
time was $240 million, to a sum more nearly
reflecting the value of the articles in the
peacetime economy of the Soviet Union. The
U.S.8.R. Increased its offer to $300 million.
The United States did not consider this sum
adequate and rejected the offer in 1952, The
foregoing sums do not include settlement for
any ships since these were to be dealt with
as a separate part of the overall negotiations.
No further settlement offer has been received
from the US.S.R.

At the request of the United States, nego-
tiations were resumed on January 11, 1960.
The United States proceeded on the under-
standing that the negotiations were to deal
solely with a lend-lease settlement. When
the discussions began, however, the Soviet
Government insisted that a lend-lease set-
tlement could not be considered as a separate
and independent problem.

Under these circumstances there was no
agreement on the terms of reference of the
negotiations and there appeared to be no
common ground for continuing the discus-
sions at that time. The last meeting was
held on January 27, 1960. The United
States Informed the Soviet Government that
it is prepared to resume negotiations for an
over-all lend-lease settlement at any time
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the Soviet Government is ready to negotiate
on this as a separate and independent issue.

Source: Department of State Press Release
of October 1962 and collecting agency (Treas-
ury Department) reports to OBE.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Oct. 8,
1966]

WouLp SUPPLANT GERMANY: FRANCE SEEKS
TOp POSITION IN TRADE WITH EAST EUROPE
(By Bernard D. Nossiter)

Paris, October 7.—France is making a bold
bid to supplant Germany as the West’s chief
trading partner in Eastern Europe, it was
learned today,

Authorities here are privately forecasting
that they will take over the top position
within a year. Trade figures give some sup-
port to their optimism showing a striking
increase in French exchanges with the Com-
munist countries tihs year. But Germany,
however, still holds a sizable lead.

The Paris prediction was made on the eve
of a fresh round of talks with a high-pow-
ered Russian trade delegation. A Moscow
team that included six vice ministers is due
here tomorrow.

The French objective appears to be both
commercial and political. Officials here are
convinced that the Soviet Union and its
European allies are planning a big expansion
in consumer goods. Paris wants to be in the
ground floor.

At the same time, France hopes that trade
pre-eminence will strengthen her claim to
be regarded as the first Western political
voice that the East will heed.

Although exchanges with the East are ris-
ing rapidly, trade with the Soviet Union has
fallen far behind schedule. A major goal of
the delegation coming here is to straighten
this out.

Under the five-year agreement signed in
1964, France was to sell Russia $160 million
annually, In fact, last year's exports were
only 872 million and are $32 million in the
first half of this year.

This lag is blamed on Russia’s need to buy
large amounts of wheat In the West and on
the Soviet Union’s rigidity in dealing with
Western markets.

French officials think that better harvests
in Russia and Eastern Europe will take care
of the first problem. They hope to solve
the second by setting up special import-ex-
port firms to deal with Communist nations.

The most important talks here are ex-
pected to be those between Michel Debre,
the finance minister and N. N. Mirotvortsev,
vice minister of the Gosplan or planning
organization.

The French hope that these discussions
will 1ay the base for a big increase in sales of
everything from wine to automobile plants.
The Russians have been negotiating with the
nationalized Renault Co. to build a complex
turning out 500,000 cars a year. Paris was
deeply disappointed that the first such deal
was signed with Fiat of Italy and the Rus-
sians are aware of the French chagrin.

Can France dislodge Germany from her
leading trade role? Last year, the Germans
exchanged $1.2 billlon worth with Eastern
Europe, more than twice the $570 million of
France.

But in the first six months of this year,
French trade with the East has risen to a
yearly rate of nearly $750 million, a remark-
able gain of 30 per cent, At the same time,
the German trade eastward has been un-
changed, partly through government policy.
If Bonn continues to hold a lid on her ex-
changes, she could indeed be overtaken by
France.

Impressive as the French drive appears,
trade with the East 1s still a relatively mar-
ginal affair. For both France and Germany,
it runs only a bit above 3 per cent of all
exports and imports.
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The United States gives even less atten-
tion to Eastern Europe. Exports and imports
last year were about $275 million, or less
than 1 per cent of all American trade.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Oct. 8,
1966]
Forp Disparws Reps’ Car DEaL
(By Robert W. Irvin)

DeTrOIT, October 7.—The Soviet Union,
still trying to build a modern auto industry,
has again approached the Ford Motor Co. for
help, just as it did a generation ago.

But as it now stands Ford isn't interested
in the new proposal outlined by the Russlans,

The last time Ford helped the Russians
set up some automobile plants it lost $500,000
in the process.

The latest proposal was made to Ford Presi-
dent Arjay Miller when he visited the Soviet
Union last August. It is part of another
Soviet effort to catch up with the rest of the
industrialized world in production of pas-
senger cars.

The Russians now produce in the neigh-
borhood of 200,000 cars a year, about what
the American auto industry can produce in
one good week. A new five-year plan calls
for quadrupling output by 1970.

To try to accomplish this, the Russians
already have enlisted the help of Fiat of
Italy and Renault of France.

For $320 million, the Itallans will construct
an auto plant on the Volga River. The first
car will not roll off the assembly line until
1969 and the plant isn't expected to reach
maximum production of 600,000 cars an-
nually before 1972, !

Renault has a contract to expand the
Moskvich plant in Moscow, which s now
capable of producing only 82,000 cars a year.

Ford's role, it was suggested by the Rus-
sians’ could be in an advisory capacity.

It was understood Miller was sounded out
on the possibility of Ford providing the Rus-
slans with the technical assistance and man-
agement know-how to set up a modern auto
industry.

But company officials apparently don’t be-
lieve it would be a worth-while endeavor
on those terms.

Ford might be interested if it could get
into the Soviet Union on a free market basis
and sell its cars to the Russians in the same
way that it sells automobiles in France and
Germany,

But there is no basis now for believing the
Russians would agree to this and so Ford
is cool to the whole idea.

WASHINGTON POWER

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on May
28, 1966, Mr. Clark R. Mollenhoff, of the
Washington Bureau of Cowles Publica-
tions, Washington, D.C., spoke at Iowa
Wesleyan College, Mount Pleasant, Iowa.
The subject of his speech was “Washing-
ton Power—Your Responsibility.”

In my opinion, Mr. Mollenhoff is one
of the most able newspapermen in our
country. He is a courageous and objec-
tive writer who recognizes that the con-
stitutional guarantee of freedom of the
press means that journalists have a cor-
responding trust of maintaining a free
mind. One of the requirements of a free
mind is possessing the ability to follow
where the facts lead. Another require-
ment is possessing the ability to change
one’s mind when one discovers new facts
that call for a modification of previously
held views. Too many journalists do not
possess these qualities, but Clark Mollen-
hoff does.
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The speech that he delivered at Iowa
Wesleyan College is a penetrating analy-
sis of many of the policies of the Secre-
tary of Defense and his associates in the
Pentagon Building which have resulted
in attempts on the part of the Pentagon
Building to manage news involving mili-
tary affairs. Mr. Mollenhoff is to be com-
mended for his fearless journalism and
his critical disclosures of policies of the
Office of Secretary of Defense which he
discussed in the speech he delivered at
Iowa Wesleyan College.

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr.
Mollenhoff’s speech inserted in the Rec-
orp at this point.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WASHINGTON POWER—YOUR RESPONSIBILITY
(By Clark R. Mollenhoff)

The war in Viet Nam must be a factor in
your thinking and your planning. It is
inevitable that it will be a major concern
for you, for it can represent real and imme-
diate problems for your career and your fu-
ture. But while it is of vital importance, we
must not forget about other related problems
that are also vital to the whole future of our
form of government.

All of us are caught up with the immedi-
ate, pressing problems of finding a job, mak-
ing a living and in one way or another trying
to make some worthwhile contributions to
our community and our nation. It is easy
for any of us to become so involved with the
present, and with our own job or family to
fall to take sufficient notice of bigger things
that are of equally great importance to the
long-time interest of ourselves or our fam-
ilies.

While the Viet Nam war has brought many
problems to us as individuals and as a nation,
it is possible that it will prove to be a blessing
in disguise relative to the long range interest
of the American Democracy. To our affiuent
and self-confident society the Viet Nam war
may be the shock needed to make us face
our responsibilities in the democratic society.
A fat and contented society has been forced
to take stock of itself and its strengths and
weaknesses In the face of a real war. Sud-
denly, we have found more than 250,000 men
in warin Viet Nam. Suddenly, we have faced
the dally casualty list of young Americans—
some very young and some with wives and
children. Suddenly, the draft has become
more than a slight possibility for young men
graduating from high school and college.
Suddenly, service in the Reserves or the Na-
tional Guard has become more than a two-
week cruise or a two-week camp in the sum-
mer., The war games are over and the grim
possibility of personal tragic involvement is
ahead for every family in which there are
young men and boys.

The: Viet Nam war has shocked us. It has
made us reflect soberly about problems that
have received too little attention. It has
made us take stock of many things.

Viet Nam made us—

1. take stock of our commitments in all
parts of the world under a wide range of
treaties' and sectional agreements;

2, take stock of the attitudes of allies
and the neutralist nations that have been
recelving more than $100 billion in forelgn
ald over a period of nearly 20 years;

3. take stock of how well prepared we
are in terms of equipment and men, and
in terms of the top management at the
Pentagon; and

4, take stock of what the cold war, 20
years of Pentagon reorganizations, and a
dozen years of $40 billion-a-year defense
budgets have done to the system of checks
and balances in our government and the
whole nature of our society.
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Even as you are thinking about the per-
sonal problems or family problems that
arise in connection with the Viet Nam war,
you should also think about some of these
greater problems of Pentagon power and
the future of our government. These are
problems that will be with us long after the
Viet Nam war is ended. They are problems
that will be with us as long as there is a
Cold war or a hot war and the need for
financing and organizing a huge milltary
machine for our protection against Inter-
national Communism or any other foreign
enemy.

There are questions of preparedness which
have come to our attention that have given
real cause for concern over the management
of the Pentagon by Defense Secretary Robert
8. McNamara:

1. McNamara opposed nuclear power for
the aircraft carrier, the John F. Kennedy,

-and by using conventional power, built what

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy con-
tends will be an obsolete ship within a few
years.

2. McNamara opposed putting nuclear
power in two rocket launching frigates, has
indicated a general opposition to a nuclear-
powered surface fleet. He is seeking to bulld
destroyers with conventional power, over
the objections of the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees and the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

3. McNamara overruled the top level
Pentagon Source Selection Board’s recom-
mendation to buy the Boeing version of the
TFX, and instead bought the General Dy-
namics plane which had been rated second
in performance and higher priced by a mini-
mum of $400 million.

4. McNamara disregarded the Army rec-
ommendations and cut the purchases of
helicopters in 1964 and again in 1865, even
after the value of helicopters in Viet Nam
had become apparent and the need pressing.

6. McNamara decided to phase out the
B-58 supersonic bombers without consulting
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and agalnst the
judgment of the members of the Senate
and House Armed Services Committees and
the recommendations of General John Mec-
Connell, the Air Force Chief of Stafl.

6. McNamara has refused to move forward
with the Nike X antiballistic missile missile
program despite recommendations from the
Senate and House Armed Services Commit-
tees and the recommendations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

7. McNamara insisted, in July, 1965, that
he had 16 Army divisions in 100 percent com-
bat ready status and needing no equipment.
In fact, one division was only 50 percent com-
bat ready, some were only 75 to 80 percent
combat ready, and there were significant
shortages of a wide range of items including
guns, radios and clothing,

8. McNamara defended the Army disposal
of usable trueks and construction equipment

after July, 1965, despite the fact that such

equipment was badly needed in Viet Nam by
the Navy, Army and Marines.

The reports of Senate and House Com-
mittees on these and other major problems
raised serlous questions about the effective-
ness of the policies of Defense Secretary
Robert 8. McNamara—a man whose public
image had been bullt to gigantic proportions
through a huge propaganda campaign by the
Pentagon press office.

Even though the controversies that swirl
around McNamara are important, there are
even more important issues that have de-
veloped in connection with the powers of the
Defense Secretary's job that will be with us
after he is gone,

If “power tends to corrupt,” we should be
filled with the greatest apprehension about
the power of the Pentagon. Never in the
history of our nation has so much power
been centralized in the hands of so few men
and subject to so few effective checks.

October 11, 1966

Periodically, an authoritarian trend be-
comes apparent in the comments or actions
of a highly-placed civilian official or military
officer. But such glimpses of the danger are
fleeting, and few take the time to examine
the evidence of the total power potential
g:umulated in the Office of Defense Secre-
1ary.
Viewed in its totality, the power cen-
tralized in the Office of Defense Secretary
could be used to Impose a dictatorship on
the nation. There are still occasional chal-
lenges to the Office of Defense Secretary, but
these challenges have appeared to be futile
in most instances. Unless there are more
effective challenges in the future, ac-
companied by courageous and persistent
dissent, we may have passed the ecritical
point and have already lost the battle
agalnst authoritarian government.

Many on the outside—not directly involved
in the struggle with the Pentagon leader-
ship—are mnot greatly concerned over the
power centralization that has developed.
At worst they regard it as a benevolent
dictatorship that is probably necessary to
command our military machine in days of
space age warfare.

A different picture emerges for many of
those who are directly involved in the strug-
gle with the Office of Defense Secretary and
who have tried to dissent. Defense con-
tractors, congressmen, or high ranking mili-
tary officers have been faced with actions
they consider arbitrary, arrogant and ruth-
less.

Yet certaln aspects of the Pentagon power
are so subtle and so ublquitous that its per-
vasiveness is recelved without any extended
complaint. We accept it as the inevitable
price we must pay for protecting our free-
dom from foreign enemies. The average
citizen gives little thought to the dangers
inherent in little reorganizations, little ad-
justments, little shifts of power which over
a period of years have removed most of the
3ﬂective checks on our huge military watch-

Og.

The enormity of the Pentagon power is not
understood and the danger not recognized
for & number of reasons. Predominant is
the fact the daily press is reluctant to take
on the job of criticizing those who control
the major sources of news at the Pentagon.
It is easy to submit to Pentagon news man-
agement pressures where the balt is an oc-
caslonal exclusive story and comfortable,
easy access to the “invitation only back-
ground news conferences” with top Pentagon
spokesmen. Only a few of the Pentagon re-
porters will fight the system and risk the
cold and uncooperative treatment handed
out to those who are regarded as ‘‘un-
friendly” or “unsympathetic” to the eivilian
power structure.

If the dally press does not show the way,
magazine writers, columnists and television
reporters have difficulty recognizing that a
critical problem exists. The work of the
courageous few is overwhelmed and inun-
dated by the mass of stories flowing from
sycophant journalists who picture the key
Pentagon civilians as supermen.

As a result, the public is not confronted
with the cold facts on Pentagon power, but
finds them buried on the back pages while
the glories of the heroic civilian bosses sat-
urate the stories on page one.

The punishment of critical or “unfriendly”
newsmen has served as an effective weapon
to intimidate many bright and normally in-
dependent newsmen who must depend upon
access to high Pentagon contacts for their
Hvelithood. Defense Secretaries have initiated
F.B.I. investigations of reporters for alleged
breaches of national security when the
stories embarrassed the administration, but
the contentions of a securlty breach were
highly questionable.

We assume that such Pentagon-inspired
shadowing of reporters is unusual, but there
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are other equally effective means of coercing
newsmen or interfering with their contacts.
There are efforts to ridicule the tough ques-
tioner. There have been efforts by the De-
fense Secretary to undermine the reporter
with his superiors with vague and unsub-
stantiated charges of ““Irresponsibility.”

Directives are issued which seriously in-
terfere, with the freedom of action by any
independent newsman. Such an order, writ-
ten in October, 1962, directed that all eivilian
and military personnel at the Pentagon re-
port before the end of each working day on
all contacts with newsmen and the subjects
discussed. That order is still in effect four
years later despite press complaints that it
was an obvious effort to pin down sources
of unfavorable news storles and to eliminate
this channel of dissent.

Effective efforts to discipline and control
many in the Pentagon press corps have been
used in other areas to coerce and control
possible dissenters In the Congress, among
the highest ranking military officers, and in
the ranks of the major defense contractors.
Through case studies it can be demonstrated
how this control has been exercised through
subtle as well as brutal methods.

Pentagon power has terrorized timid men
who are fearful of being identified as dissent-
ers. It has muffled the criticisms of brave
men with position or family responsibilities
that made it seem unwise to risk a career
setback, loss of a defense contract, loss of a
Pentagon research grant, or loss of a politi-
cally important military base. Few big busi-
ness executives, military officers, members of
Congress, or Governors are willing to risk
the anger of the Secretary of Defense or his
most influential assistants.

Even men with financial lndependence.
courage and great prestige can be wary and
apprehensive about risking a fight with the
colossal multi-million-dollar propaganda
machine that is the Pentagon press office.
“You can’t fight city hall,” and today the
realist must recognize that no eity hall, no
county courthouse, no state capitol has held
one tenth of the coercive power now lodged
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense
through the power tentacles, that reach into
the economics, the politics, and the com-
munieations network of the entire nation.

Observant individuals will see the mani-
festations of fear of the Pentagon power in
many places:

A major defense contractor bent to that
power when a key executive called a United
States Senator to ask that there be no inves-
tigation of a decislon which robbed his com-
pany of a billon-dollar contract. The firm
was the low bidder, the product was evalu-
ated as “superlor,” so there seemed every
reason for the corporation executive to want
the investigation. He belleved his firm had
been wronged by a political decision, but he
was afraid to complain because he believed
that the Office of Defense Secretary might be
vindictive and cut the firm even more se-
verely on future contract negotiations.

A Republican congressman declined to re-
state his criticism of the Defense Secretary
in a Democratic administration, and sald he
feared retaliation in the form of the closing
of a military base in his district. He did not
feel that he could afford the political reper-
cussions if an opponent hinted that a friend-
ly Democrat could have saved the base and
might obtain more defense contracts and
other federal funds.

An admiral voiced private apprehension
about his career because he simply answered
questions for a Senate committee that re-
vealed his opposition to & major decision by
the Office of the Defense Secretary. His fears
were realized and his Navy career was pre-
maturely ended.

Two Senators with leading roles in critical
investigations of a decision by the Defense
Secretary found themselves subject to a
series of attacks from anonymous Pentagon
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spokesmen unjustly charging them with base
political motivations.

A Democratic lawmaker expressed frustra-
tion after the Office of Defense Secretary de-
clined to make pertinent information avail-
able to his subcommittee, and later slapped
a “secret” classification on a congressional
report highly critical of the Defense Depart-
ment management.

A distinguished military affairs writer
found himself subject to private smears as
“irresponsible” by the Office of Defense Sec-
retary after publication of articles critical of
military equipment shortages developing as
a result of the Viet Nam war.

Of course, there is a general awareness of
the tremendous military might embodied in
a war machine that includes more than 2,
500,000 people, ballistic missiles, a nuclear
submarine fleet armed with Polaris missiles,
and a Strategic Alr Command armed with
supersonic planes and the latest in nuclear
weapons. And with this destructive power in
mind, some political leaders issue perlodic
warnings of the danger of our military estab-
lishment falling into the hands of authori-
tarian minded, professional military men.
Learned articles and exciting popular nov-
els such as “‘Seven Days in May" are based on
the theory that we must be alert to the dan-
ger of the military coups so commonplace in
other nations.

Periodically, we are assured the great power
of the Pentagon will not be misused by au-
thoritarian-minded, professional military
men because our civilian political appointees
are guarding against any usurpation of power
by the uniformed military hierarchy. Year
by year, the civilian power of the Pentagon
has been increased and centralized and
nearly always on the theory that the authori-
tarian-minded and arrogant military brass is
being put in its place by the democracy-
minded civilians,

President Eisenhower left office warning of
the danger of the military industrial com-
plex in our soclety. Because he did not spell
out the details, his remarks were interpreted
widely as another warning of danger of a
military or economic coup conducted by a
coalition of our big industrial leaders and
our uniformed military hierarchy. Some
high-level political appointees used the Ei-
senhower comment as another authority to
quote justifying more civilian action to re-
move power from the military men so it
could be lodged in the hands of civilian po-
litical appointees.

While the warning finger was pointed at
top ranking military officers, the political ap-
pointees pulled together the power over
Pentagon decisions and centralized them in
the Office of Defense Secretary. Few noted
the consolidation of power even though the
Congress continued to grind out annual
studies on the “Economic Impact of Federal
Procurement” that spelled out the facts and
figures of strength lodged in the Pentagon
budget.

Cold facts, in studies that were low key and
dull, demonstrated that Defense spending,
ranging from $40 billion to $60 billion a year,
had tremendous political as well as economic
impact on the biggest industries in the
United States, on the most respected uni-
versities and colleges, and on the most in-
fluential political leaders. In fact, the more
carefully the details of the Pentagon budget
are studied, the more apparent it becomes
that there are few institutions in our so-
ciety—industrial, educational or political—
not compelled to respect the power of the
Pentagon decision makers.

A young man was elected to the United
States Senate in a campaign claiming he
could do more for Massachusetts because of
his political connections in Washington. A
large number of other Democratic candidates
for the United State Senate and House tried
to convey the impression that they, too,
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could be more successful than Republicans
in intervening with the Pentagon.

The fear of possible political factors en-

into Defense contract decisions is
heightened when one examines statistics
showing the overwhelming percentage of
military contracts are awarded through the
“negotiation” process. This eliminates pro-
tections afforded in standard competitive
bildding and leaves the contractor at the
mercy of the Pentagon negotiator.

In the period from 1951 through fiscal 1965,
the Pentagon let contracts worth more than
$357 billion, Only 13.7 percent of those con-
tracts, covering $49 billion, were awarded
through formally advertised bidding procure-
ment procedures, The remaining $307 bil-
llon—a total of 86.3 percent—was handled
through negotiated procurement.

Defense contracts are the life blood of
many of the largest corporations in the
United States, and the prosperity of a city,
congressional district or state can be con-
tingent upon the prosperity of the large
corporations, their subsidiaries or their sub-
confractors, In the case of the large air-
plane manufacturers, the Defense contracts
often make up the overwhelming majority
of the total business load.

When the Boeing Company, headquartered
in Seattle, Washington, lost the TFX war-
plane contract and had the Dyna-soar pro-
gram ended it was a serious blow to the econ-
omy of the whole state of W

The impact of military procurement
actions was dramatically demonstrated in the
state of Washington where military buying
totaled $1,041,681,000 in fiscal 1963, increased
slightly to $1,085,696,000 in fiscal 1964 and
%215: plummeted to $545,607,000 in fiscal

The Boeing Company was low bidder for
the multi-billlon-dollar TPX warplane, but
lost out to the Texas-based Convalr division
of the General Dynamics Corporation.

Significantly, military contracts awarded in
Texas climbed steadily from $1,203,123,000 in
fiscal 1963, to $1,294,431,000 in fiscal 1964 and
on up to $1,446,769,000 in fiscal 1065.

Perhaps Pentagon attitudes toward impor-
tant political figures from those states were
not factors in the decline of Washington and
the rise of Texas, but in the political atmos-
phere where candidates proudly boast that
they can deliver the prosperity of big con-
tracts it is dangerous to assume it is all idle
boasting.

Whether rightly or wrongly, it has always
been assumed that the political power of two
Georgia legislators had a great deal to do
with the unusual amount of Pentagon money
that seemed to flow into that southern state.
Large defense contractors seemed to have an
affinity for the state represented by the
chairman of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee and the chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee,

Only California and Texas had more active
duty military personnel than the 93,980 sta-
tioned In Georgia at the end of June, 1965,
The annual payroll and allowances from this
military payroll poured $396,437,000 into
Georgla that In addition there were
33,663 civillan employees of the Defense De-
partment in Georgia at that time with an
estimated annual payroll of $228,527,000.

But the military bases were not the only
Pentagon gifts to the home state of the two
men who ran the Senate and House Armed
Services Committees. The net value of mill-
tary ent action in Georgia was
$423,290,000 in fiscal 1963, $520,169,000 in
fiscal 1964 and a whopping $662,332,000 in
fiscal 1966.

Lockheed Aircraft Corporation, with major
plants in Georgia, was Number One in mili-
tary prime contract awards in fiscal 1965 with
$1.7 billion—approximately 7.1 percent of the
total defense contracts in the United States.

The Pentagon declsions were a life and
death matter to Lockheed, and the same was
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true of General Dynamics Corporation which
held the Number Two spot in military prime
contract awards as a result of the huge TFX
warplane decision. General Dynamics could
boast of $1.1 billlon in prime military con-
tracts in fiscal 1965, followed by McDonnell
Aircraft Corporation with $855 million; Gen-
eral Electric Company with $824 million;
North American Aviation Company with $745
million; United Aircraft Corporation with
$632 million; American Telephone & Tele-
graph Company with $587 million and the
Boeing Company with $583 million.

Automotive glants, Ford and General
Motors Corporations also had a share of
Pentagon business worth protecting. Ford
Motor Company and its Philco affiliate
ranked twelfth with military prime contract
awards totaling $312 milllon and General
Motors had prime contract awards of $254
million in fiscal 1965. The Chrysler Corpora-
tion was far down the lst with $80.9 million
in fiscal 1965.

There were men in the communications
industry who found it disturbing that two of
the three major television networks had fi-
nancial ties to major defense contractors.
National Broadcasting Company is owned by
Radlo Corporation of America, a firm that
was only 24 places down from the top among
defense contractors in fiscal 1966 with $213,-
900,000. That same year, the American
Broadcasting Company announced it was
merging with International Telephone &
Telegraph, a firm ranked 25th among defense
contractors with $206,700,000 in prime mili-
tary contracts.

It was obvious that a clever and power
conscious political administration could use
the Pentagon power over defense spending
as a means of disciplining major television
networks. Such an arrangement had obvious
drawbacks in a nation so dependent on the
networks for news and public service pro-

Several of the government-created, not-
for-profit corporations ranked among the top
100 defense contractors on the net value of
military prime contract awards. Aerospace
Corporation was listed 48th with $77,5600,000,
System Development Corporation, 60th with
$48,900,000 and Mitre Corporation, 70th with
£38,600,000.

The big Pentagon budget has become a
handy place for the nation’s colleges and
universities to find the answer to some of
their pressing financial problems, and no
doubt the Defense Department grants and
contracts provide the means for paying
higher salaries and buying better equipment.
The arrangement raises long-range questions
about how independent a Defense-subsidized
academic community will be in analyzing or
criticizing the programs or the policies of the
men who control the flow of huge subsidies
to higher education.

There Is no doubt many of the largest uni-
versities have developed a big stake in re-
taining the cooperative relationship with the
Pentagon that will result in renewal of con-
tracts. In fiscal 1965, Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity was awarded $48,600,000 in military

contracts and Stanford Research In-
stitute had prime contracts totaling $30,-
700,000.

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
rated the top position among recipients of
Pentagon research and science education
funds for fiscal 1964 with a total of $98,044,-
000, Johns Hopkins was second with $54,-
989,000 from Defense for research and sclence
education, and the University of California
was in third place with $19,088,000.

Even the $5,852,000 that Harvard recelved
from the Pentagon in fiscal 1964 was sub-
stantial although the National Institutes of
Health and the National Sclence Foundation
were government agencies making greater
contributions to the total of $37,092,000 in
federal funds Harvard received.

The importance of the impact of Pentagon
money on American educational institutions
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was emphasized by the testimony of Defense
Secretary McNamara on March 8, 1966. He
told the House Armed Services Committee
that “the Department of Defense supports
nearly half of all the academic research in
the physical sclences and engineering now
being done in American universities and col-
leges.” He sald that much of the Pentagon
money has been concentrated in larger
schools, but McNamara revealed plans to
broaden the base and bring most of the uni-
versities and colleges into the Pentagon orbit.

Many in the academic community may be
unaware of the power Pentagon money could
wield in the larger educational institutions,
but in the Defense Department itself power
and the centralization of that power in the
Office of Defense Secretary is well understood.

Military and civilian payrolls demonstrate
the importance of military bases to the econ-
omy and the politics of the various states.
Also, there are few political leaders—from
city hall to Congress—who do not under-
stand the power potential in the Pentagon
purse. The figures for June 30, 1965, show
there were 1,041,244 active duty military per-
sonnel in the United States with total an-
nual pay and allowances of $7.7 billion, while
the Pentagon also had control over 940,763
civilian employees with a total annual pay of
$6.7 billion, Military bases are a vital factor
to all political leaders in a state such as Cali-
fornia with 212,859 active duty military per-
sonnel and annual pay and allowances of
$983,125,000 plus 138,777 civilian Defense De-
partment employees with an annual payroll
of more than $1 billion.

The same is true of Texas with 165,089
active duty military personnel drawing an-
nual pay and allowances of $798 million plus
60,051 civilian Defense Department employees
with annual pay of $398 million,

Even in a state such as Iowa, with only
1,445 active duty military personnel and 630
civilian Defense Department employees, po-
litical awareness of the Pentagon power over
base closings is a necessity. The military
payroll of $8 million and the civilian payroll
of $3.7 million may be small in the overall
economic picture of Iowa, but the closing of
a base or an office can have important eco-
nomic and political repercussions in the im-
mediate area of the closing.

More important to Iowa would be any tam-
pering with the hog market. We have even
seen the Pentagon power used to try to con-
trol the price of pork in February, 1966, It
was done by the simple device of an order
cutting pork purchases for the military
services.

In past years, power over milltary spending
was widely scattered through the Defense
Department as well as the military-aligned
establishment in Congress. Highest ranking
members of the Senate and House Armed
Services and Appropriations committees were
men who had a strong, and often dominant,
influence over the Defense Department deci-
sions. They were men whose views had to be
conslidered most seriously in opening or clos-
ing bases, in awarding contracts, and in
adopting general policy on weapons systems,

In that era of more diffused power, the
Becretaries of Army, Navy and Alr Force rep-
resented an independent force with consider-
able authority in spending Defense funds.
That scattered power structure included
many career military officers and clvilian
technical experts who could and did exert
an important influence over the awarding of
certain types of Defense contracts.

A gradual whittling away of the role of the
Service Secretaries occurred over more than
a dozen years, but the great change came
after Defense Secretary McNamara took office
in January, 1961. The former Ford executive
used all powers granted by the reorganiza-
tions of 1947, 1949, 1958 and 1858 to pull
more control into the Office of the Defense
Secretary and away from the three Service
Secretaries.
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In the first year of the reign of Defense
Secretary McNamara, civilian Service Secre-
taries bitterly resented what they considered
an unlawful usurpation of power by the Of-
fice of Defense Secretary. If it was not Mc-
Namara personally, it was his Assistant Sec-
retaries of Defense or the Deputy Assistant
Secretaries of Defense who were actively by-
passing the Service Secretaries to deal di-
rectly with almost all of the lower levels of
authority. Army Secretary Elvis J. Stahr re-
signed In protest stating that “more and
more, the declsions once made by the Service
Secretarles and military chiefs, as individuals,
art;ﬂ made by the Secretary of Defense and his
staff.”

The Army Secretary contended an unrea-
sonable centralization was taking place, and
said he did not believe that such a huge or-
ganization as the Pentagon could, or should,
be run by a few people at the top. That view
was similar to one expressed by Representa-
tive Carl Vinson, the veteran Chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee, a few
years earlier in opposing too tight a central-
ization in the hands of a few men who he
then believed could not possibly have the
wisdom for all of the Defense decision mak-
ing that would go with the centralization.

Chairman Vinson made a few futile at-
tempts to oppose the authority of Defense
Secretary McNamara, and then reconciled
himself to a supporting role in a play in
which he no longer held his old power. He
found it convenient to become an almost
fawning booster of McNamara as the “great-
est Secretary of Defense in history.”

Secretary of the Air Force Eugene Zuckert
and Secretary of the Navy John Connally
had some of the same early concern that
Army Secretary Stahr expressed over Mc-
Namara's power play. Zuckert had a legal
study made of his authority, and finally con-
cluded the various reorganizations had, in
fact, stripped the Service Secretaries of the
power to effectively oppose the Defense Sec-
retary. If they could not reconcile them-
selves to minor roles, resignation was the
only practical alternative. Eventually Zuck-
ert and Connally yielded their opposition to
the Office of Defense Secretary and accepted
a role which in fact made them subordinate
to Assistant Secretaries of Defense in many
important areas.

At the same time, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
found their jurisdiction cut sharply by the
same moves that had undercut the Service
Secretaries. The Defense Secretary expanded
his own office, established common service
agencles for intelligence, supply and audit
and the Assistant Defense Secretaries were
permitted to wield an even broader author-
ity in the varlous services.

The old patterns of milltary service alli-
ances with United States Senators and Rep-
resentatives tended to deteriorate and be-
come an lneffective check on the Office of
Defense Secretary. They could still exchange
information, but it was often pointless. Sen-
ators and Representatives could no longer
deal directly with the power of their friends
in the bureaucratic hierarchy of the Army,
Navy or Alr Force to get things done. The
Defense Secretary and his various Assistant
Secretarles had become the final authority
1;; n:atters that had been handled on a lower

vel.

The Defense Supply Agency and the De-
fense Intelligence Agency, created in the fall
of 1961, provided Defense Department-wide
services for purchasing common items and
for gathering and evaluating intelligence in-
formation. The Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Public Affairs centralized informa-
tion services to put a stop to the flow of
information from the Army, Navy and Alr
Force not in tune with the plans and pro-
grams of the Secretary of Defense,

The Defense Contract Audit Agency was
created in 1964 for the purpose of centraliz-
ing and improving audit of contracts. In
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1965, it was revealed that the Defense Sec-
retary planned that this audit agency should
hire more auditors and accountants than the
whole General Accounting Office (GAO)
which was established by Congress to serve
as a financial watchdog by post auditing all
Government departments—including De-
fense,

Some of the GAO reports on Defense De-
partment contracts had been so critical they
caused resentment in the Office of the De-
fense Secretary. While Defense Secretary
McNamara was establishing the new Defense
Contract Audit Agency, his department was
suggesting that GAO should tone down the
criticism of Defense contracts, and that
there should be a new evaluation of the
role of GAO. This new evaluation was aimed
at eliminating GAO access to some Defense
Department records as well as Defense con-
tractor records.

McNamara's office indicated that perhaps
the GAO no longer needed to conduct the
same type of audits at the Defense Depart-
ment because of more thorough audits De-
fense was now conducting of its own activi-
ties. The Defense Secretary expressed the
view that it would be “waste and duplica-
tion" for the GAO to come in and do the
same type of audit on Defense that had been
done in the past. The Defense Department
paid little attention to a few complaints
from Congress that there would be no ob-
jective audit if McNamara was permitted to
control the audit of McNamara. It was one
more step in the centralization of power and
the elimination of outside checks.

The whole emphasis of the McNamara ad-
ministration was centralizatlon and more
centralization with the Office of Defense
Secretary expanding In size as well as in
functions. The result was an end to the
diffusion of power and creation of a central-
ized structure that put an aggressive and
power conscious Defense Secretary beyond
the checks and effective restraints that had
existed in the past.

Five years of McNamara had falrly well
completed the job:

1. The authority of the Service Secre-
taries was cut, and the possibility of effec-
tive or meaningful dissent from that source
was minimized if not ellminated.

2. High ranking military officers had lost
their tools for bargaining with Congress.
They no longer had the protection of alli-
ances with independent Service Secretaries
and independent congressional leaders that
had been necessary for them to be force-
fully independent,

3. Congress found itself ineffective against
the centralized power that had been pulled
into the Office of Defense Secretary. A con-
dition had been created in which they were
more dependent upon the good will of the
Defense Secretary than he was upon them.

A unified Congress might have the lever-
age to overrule a Defense Secretary, but the
Congress is not unified, The Office of De-
fense Secretary had used its power over con-
tracts and base closings to alternately pam-
per and coerce men of influence in the Senate
and the House, Only a few Senators or Rep-
resentatives with small political stakes in
Pentagon decisions were willing to engage
in open criticism of the Pentagon decision
maker,

Even those who had the courage to criti-
cize were fearful of the propaganda power of
the Pentagon's centralized press office. The
Pentagon press office spoke with one voice,
and with a loud voice, in seeking to discredit
critics In the Congress. The complex sta-
tistical data available in the multi-billion-
dollar department was enough fo confuse or
overwhelm most critics as well as the press.

All this power was lodged in the hands of
the Pentagon decision maker—Defense Sec-
retary Robert 8. McNamara,
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What this heavily centralized system lacks
in the way of checks on the Pentagon power,
it gains in the potential for efficlency under
one-man rule of the multi-billion-dollar
military machine. We are told that worries
are groundless over what such centralized
power might do to our system of government
over an extended period of time. It is ex-
plained that those who wield the tremendous
power with the broadest discretion are men
of ability with a devotion to the duty of
making the most effective and efficient war
machine in history. If the methods seem a
little brusque from time to time, it can be
excused for the decision makers have heavy
responsibilities and are intent upon creating
bigger and better “cost effectiveness” tools
for managing things for us. If we occasion-
ally cannot understand their acts or their ex-
planations, then we can just count ourselves
as fortunate that patriotic and devoted men
who understand everything have been will-
ing to accept the responsibility for running
our complex, power-laden Pentagon.

Initially the Department of Defense was
created for the top level decision making.
It was to be a small efficlent organization,
not bogged down in the day-fo-day adminis-
trative problems of the Army, Navy and Air
Force, and capable of making the big de-
cisons and ironing out the squabbles.

For better or for worrse, the Pentagon has
become the biggest and most centralized
bureaucracy in the Free World, Four reor-
ganizations, 20 years of Cold War and brush
fire wars, and eight Defense Secretaries have
molded a single-headed military power struc-
ture of massive proportions.

More awesome than his control over the
actions of the military force is the power he
holds over the spending of a budget of more
than $50 billion a year. This is a power that
can and does touch nearly every facet of our
soclety, including the business and political
community, It is a power that we have been
warned should never be permitted to fall
into the hands of any authoritarian minded
military man, and there are even those who
question the wisdom of concentrating such
power in the hands of even the best moti-
vated civillan Defense Secretary.

When it is viewed in its totality and in
the perspective of history, it is obvious that
there are reasons why the political power role
of a Defense Secretary can be as terrifying to
contemplate as is the military might.
Whether it is used or not, the power over the
Pentagon budget represents the power to co-
erce some of the biggest industries, some of
the most respected educational institutions,
some of the most influential columnists and
authors and some of the most powerful
members of the Senate and the House.

The fact that the Defense Department is
big, complex and difficult to understand does
not make the power less real. The naked
power is only hidden—only camoufiaged be-
hind a curtain of polite language and mysti-
fying statistical jargon that often seems de-
signed to confuse rather than clarify,

There can be no doubt that the problem
of Pentagon power is the overriding prob-
lem of our day. It will continue to be the
major problem as long as there Is the need
for maintaining this huge war machine for
our protection against foreign enemies.

Certainly, in today’s world we could not
consider eliminating or even seriously curb-
ing our military might. It would be
thoroughly unrealistic to consider placing
our trust in the good faith of the Commu-
nist leaders or the agreements they may sign.
Unfortunately, it will be necessary to con-
tinue to build and experiment and spend
more billions for newer and more advanced
weapons that we hope we will never be re-
quired to use. The fact poses these gues-
tions:

Are we, as a people, bright enough and
deep enough to understand and control the
power of our war machine?
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Do we have an understanding of the need
for dissent, criticism, and constant checks
on this power?

Can we provide the mechanism to spread
that power and control it so it will serve as a
protection for a free soclety of free institu-
tlons?

Such attractive slogans as “increased effi-
ciency” and “cost effectiveness' usually mask
the moves to centralize power. Although
these moves may be initiated in Washington,
the responsibility for continuing centraliza-
tlon must be shared by every American citi-
zen who falls to understand the ever present
seeds of authoritarianism. That authoritar-
ianism can make inroads only when our citi-
zens are so careless, so short sighted and so
lazy in their thinking that they permit cen-
tralized power to overwhelm free institu-
tions.

Don't try to duck your responsibility.

Don’t try to blame it on your Congressman
or your Senator, because he hasn't given you
sufficient warning of the problem. It is like-
ly that he has warned you at several stages
before giving up in frustration because you
would not listen.

Don’t try to blame your lack of informa-
tion on your newspaper editor when you re-
fused to read the long stories of explanation
or the editorials, It is likely that he has
glven you many warnings on the dangers of
centralized power before bowing to your
preference for comies, gossip and superficial
color.

Accept your responsibility for knowing the
dangers of centralized power, of knowing the
value of dissent and freedom. The future of
our government depends upon you, and how
you shoulder this responsibility. Your atti-
tude and your actions will determine
whether we are unusual people who know the
value of freedom, or whether the United
States of America will be remembered sim-
ply as an interesting experiment in self gov-
ernment that failed.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
following nominations have been re-
ferred to and are now pending before
the Committee on the Judiciary:

Robert D, Smith, Jr., of Arkansas, to be
U.S. attorney, eastern district of Arkansas,
for a term of 4 years (reappointment).

Charles M. Conway, of Arkansas, to be
U.S. attorney, western district of Arkansas,
for a term of 4 years (reappointment).

Edward A. Heslep, of California, to be
U.S. marshal, northern district of California,
for a term of 4 years (reappointment).

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judieiary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the committee, in writing,
on or before Tuesday, October 18, 1966,
any representations or objections they
may wish to present concerning the
above nominations, with a further state-
ment whether it is their intention to ap-
pear at any hearings which may be
scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that public
hearings have been scheduled for Tues-
day, October 18, 1966, at 10:30 a.m., in
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room 2228, New Senate Office Building,
on the following nominations:

Bryan Simpson, of Florida, to be US.
circuit judge, fifth circuit, to fill & new posi-
tion created by Public Law 89-372, approved
March 18, 1966.

Charles R. Scott, of Florida, to be U.S.
district judge, middle district of Florida, to
fill a new position created by Public Law
89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

Fred J. Cassibry, of Louisiana, to be US.
district judge, eastern district of Louisiana,
to fill a new position created by Public Law
89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearings may make
such representations as may be perti-
nent.

The subcommittee consists of the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
1AND], chairman, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCrerran], and the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrUSKAI.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE JU-
DICIARY

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Edward D. Re, of New York, to be a mem-
ber of the Foreign Claims Settlement Com-
mission of the United States for the term
of 3 years, from October 22, 1966 (reappoint-
ment).

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in this nomination to
file with the committee, in writing, on
or before Tuesday, October 18, 1966, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nomination, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear
at any hearing which may be scheduled.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is closed.

THIRTY-DAY LEAVE FOR MEMBER
OF UNIFORMED SERVICE WHO
VOLUNTARILY EXTENDS HIS
TOUR OF DUTY IN A HOSTILE
FIRE AREA

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Pursuant to the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, the Chair lays before
the Senate H.R. 15748 which the clerk
will state.

The Leciscative CLErRg. A bill (H.R.
15748) to amend title 10, United States
Code, to authorize a special 30-day pe-
riod of leave for a member of a uni-
formed service who voluntarily extends
his tour of duty in a hostile fire area.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to present con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the hbill.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask for the yeas and nays on the pend-
ing bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonTtoYA in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, this bill
would provide that until June 30, 1968,
members of the uniformed services who
voluntary extend their tour of duty for
at least 6 months in Vietnam will be en-
titled to a 30-day leave with the expense
of transportation to be paid by the U.S.
Government.

At the present time, the prescribed
tour of duty is 12 months for service
in Vietnam. At the conclusion of this
period members are rotated out of this
area. From the standpoint of overall
effectiveness the 12-month tour is less
than ideal. At the same time, the spe-
cial conditions of warfare and the need
for maintaining morale justifies in the
opinion of our military commanders a
limitation of 12 months on the tour of
duty for an individual.

If a person should voluntarily choose
to extend his tour of duty but desires to
return to the United States prior to be-
ginning his extension, his leave is charge-
able as ordinary leave and he must
travel on a space-available basis unless
he should choose to return at his own
expense. It is our understanding that
space-available transportation at the
present time is practically nonexistent.

This proposed legislation, therefore,
would provide an incentive for individ-
uals to voluntarily extend their tour of
duty by granting them a period of 30
days’ leave not chargeable to any other
leave account with the leave to be spent
at a selected location with transporta-
tion at Government expense.

Mr. President, the Department of
Defense witness indicated that it is not
anticipated that a large number would
take advantage of this authority. At
the same time, General Westmoreland
has indicated that there are key special-
ists and others in critically needed posi-
tions who might choose to voluntarily
extend their tour if this authority were
granted. It is, of course, a great advan-
tage to the military commander if he
is able to retain for longer periods of
time those who have acquired knowledge
and experience in connection with the
war in Vietnam.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
approve this bill as amended by the
committee.
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Mr. DODD. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DODD. Is the bill open to
amendment at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
one committee amendment, which the
clerk will read.

The LecistaTive CLERR. It is pro-
posed, on page 2, line 10, after the word
“title.”, to insert:

The provisions of this subsection shall be
effective only in the case of members who ex-

tend their required tours of duty on or be-
fore June 30, 1968.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
is the committee amendment before the
Senate at the present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes;
the committee amendment is before the
Senate at the present time.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am opposed
to the bill. I desire to speak against the
bill, but I do not wish to address myself
against the committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have an
amendment which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Connecticut will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 1, line 5, strike out “subsection"
and insert in lleu thereof “subsections’.

On page 2, line 1, after “‘action,” insert “on
or after the date of enactment of this sub-
section,”.

On page 2, line 12, strike out the end quo-
tation marks.

On page 2, after line 12, add the following:

“(c) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense, and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, in the case of
any member or former member who, at any
time during the six-month period immedi-
ately preceding the date of enactment of this
subsection and while on active duty in an
area described in section 310(a) (2) of title
37, United States Code, by reenlistment, ex-
tension of enlistment, or other voluntary
action, extended his required tour of duty in
that area for at least six months shall be
paid for 30 days accrued leave. Such pay-
ment shall be in addition to any other pay
to which such member or former member
may be otherwise entitled. Any amount
pald to a member or former member under
this subsection shall be determined on the
basis of the pay and allowance to which
he was entitled on the date of his voluntary
extension and shall be computed in the same
manner as pay for accrued leave is computed
under section 501 of title 37, United States
Code. Payment for accrued leave under this
subsection, in the case of a member or
former member who is dead or dies before
he recelves such payment, shall be made
upon application to the living survivor or
survivors of such member or former member
as prescribed in section 501(d) of title 37,
United States Code.”

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have
offered an amendment to H.R. 15748, the
bill now before us which would grant
members of our Armed Forces who reen-
list for service in a hostile fire area 30
days of paid leave plus transportation to
and from the United States.
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As reported by the Armed Services
Committee, H.R. 15748 would become
effective the day it is signed into law and
extend through June 30 of 1968.

My amendment would make the bill
retroactive to 6 months prior to its en-
actment, thus extending these benefits to
men who have reenlisted since May or
June or who will be faced with this deci-
sion before the bill is signed into law.

The need for experienced, skilled per-
sonnel in Vietnam is eritical. H.R. 15748
would help to meet this need by offering
men whose tours of duty are about to end
a greater incentive to reenlist for an
additional 6 months.

There are many servicemen in south-
east Asia who have already reenlisted
without the inducement of a reward. It
strikes me as unjust to ignore all of these
men, for they have remained in this erit-
ical area out of a sense of responsibility,
duty and patriotism. To reward only
those who reenlist after the bill is en-
acted would be unfair and would place
material motivation on a plane higher
than true patriotism.

Imagine, for one thing, just how dis-
couraging it would be to those few who
must make a decision now to know they
would not be eligible for these benefits
whether they reenlist or not.

I believe that, in all fairness, an
amendment such as the one I now offer
should be approved.

While it would be desirable to reward
all servicemen who have ever volun-
teered for additional Vietnam duty, the
6-month retroactive date was selected
for practical reasons. It simply would
not be administratively feasible to ex-
tend it for any greater period of fime.
Those who reenlisted in Vietnam more
than 6 months ago have since completed
this tour and are assigned to a new duty
station or are back in U.S. civilian life.
For this and other reasons the 6-month
date seems to be the most reasonable
cutoff point.

Since it would not be practical to in-
terrupt the remaining duty time for
these particular men, another form of
benefit must be substituted for the 30-
day leave prescribed in H.R. 15748.

The most sensible and equitable sub-
stitute would be an added 30 days’ pay
at the salary level of the individual
eligible for these benefits.

Under this proposal, these servicemen
would not benefit as much as those who
reenlist after enactment of HR. 15748,
but, all things considered, it would seem
to be the best solution.

In those tragic cases of men who have
lost their lives while fulfilling a 6-month
reenlistment tour in Vietnam, 30 days’
additional pay would be provided his
widow, children, or dependent parents.

I hope that the Senate will act today
to offer our military personnel in Viet-
nam an incentive to extend their tour,
and, in so doing, will also recognize those
dedicated and unselfish men who have
already made this great personal sacri-
fice without promise of reward.

Mr. President, it seems to me to be a
reasonable, humane, and sensible amend-
ment. A member of the armed services
may have reenlisted voluntarily, out of
sheer patriotism, but, because of the time
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it takes for such a bill to go through the
legislative machinery, until the Presi-
dent signs it, he is ineligible. It could
have happened last week. It does not
seem fair to me.

I offer this amendment in all earnest-
ness. The need for experienced, skilled
personnel in Vietnam is critical, as we all
know. H.R. 15748 would help to meet
that need, and I am for it.

But there are many servicemen in
southeast Asia, and perhaps in other hos-
tile fire areas, who have already reen-
listed without this inducement or reward.
I repeat that it strikes me as being un-
just to ignore all those men. I know we
cannot go all the way back. It would
seem to me to be obviously administra-
tively impossible to do that. We can go
back a reasonable time, and we can cer-
tainly include those who, in recent
months, on their own, without any in-
ducement of 30 days’ pay, but because
they wished fo serve their country in
great danger and great hardship, reen-
listed. I say that they should not be ex-
cluded from the benefits of the bill we
are considering today.

I say that to reward only those who
reenlist after the bill is enacted would
place material motivation on a plane
higher than patriotism. Imagine how
discouraging it must be to those few who
must make a decision now—by now I
mean today or in the next few days, be-
fore the bill could be enacted—to know
that they will not be eligible for these
benefits whether they reenlist or not.

It seems to me that this is a fair
amendment. Let me add that while I
think it would be desirable to reward all
servicemen who have volunteered for ad-
ditional duty, the 6-month retroactive
date was selected, as I have pointed out,
for practical reasons. The most sensi-
ble and equitable substitute would be an
added 30 days’ pay at the salary level of
the individual eligible for those benefits.
It would not be combat pay; it would be
just his regular pay. Under this pro-
posal, those servicemen would not bene-
fit as much as those who would reenlist
after the enactment of this bill. They
will not get the same benefit; they will
just get 30 days’' additional pay, and
that is all. I think we ought to do some-
thing for these people who have, on their
own, volunteered to stay over there, in
perhaps the most difficult place in the
world, to wage a war in the jungles,
suffering day after day, not permitted
any of the normal leave that other sol-
diers receive. And in those tragic eases,
Mr. President, of men who have lost
their lives while fulfilling a 6-month re-
enlistment tour, under my amendment
30 days’ pay would go to the widow or
children or dependent parents.

I think it is not only a humane thing
to do, I think it is an entirely sensible
thing to do. As the bill stands now, it
puts a premium on the material value of
reenlistment, and ignores all those brave
men who have reenlisted on their own,
without any such inducement. I think
it is little enough. I do not know how
many are involved. A member of my
staff talked to the Pentagon, but could
not obtain a figure. They said there was
no technical objection to my amendment.
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I suppose they may not like it because it
may burden them with some slight
amount of additional administrative
work.

But I do not know how I can face or
any of us can face the family of a boy
who reenlisted, say, 10 days ago, when
they ask, “Why did he not get the addi-
tional pay or the breaks you are giving
those who reenlisted after the bill was
signed?”

I do not know how to answer them. I
do not think anyone else could answer
them. Ifis not any answer, to me, to say
it was a practical matter. It is an easy
thing to do what my amendment would
do—we have done it many times hereto-
fore—to show them that we appreciate
what they did without the inducement of
money and a free trip home.

That is the whole purpose of my
amendment. I hope that the distin-
quished Senator from Nevada will accept
it. I do not know whether he can or
not, but I wish he would.

Mr, CANNON. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I regretfully must say
that I cannot accept the amendment on
behalf of the committee. Furthermore,
the Department of Defense has advised
me that they are opposed to the amend-
ment.

With respect to one question the Sen-
ator posed, as to the families of the men
who have already reenlisted, who might
ask why they did not get the additional
pay, the answer is very simple: Because
the bill does not provide for additional
pay. No one receives any additional pay
under the bill as reported. That provi-
sion is part of the Senator’s amendment,
which is where the so-called additional
pay comes in; and we also are opposed to
that provision.

Traditionally, in the service, a man
may accrue leave, for which he can be
paid on separation. He cannot accrue
more than 60 days’ leave at one time.
Such leave is frequently accrued, and
when the men are separated from the
service, they receive payment therefor.

In addition, the Senate has provided
on previous occasions incentives for the
people serving in Vietnam. For example,
we passed a bill for hostile fire pay,
providing that they could be paid addi-
tional compensation for service under
such circumstances. We passed a Fed-
eral income tax exemption for enlisted
men serving in Vietnam. We provided
an additional exemption of about $200 a
month for officers serving there.

So it is not correct to maintain that
we have not given them any incentives.
This proposal is simply a proposal to in-
duce more people to reenlist in the spe-
cialist areas General Westmoreland has
referred to, where the need is especially
great, and some added incentive is
needed. This is an incentive for future
reenlistments, not for reenlistments
which have occurred in the past. If a
man has had his leave, and reenlisted,
he is not in a position to take additional
leave in the future. This bill would sim-
ply provide that if he does reenlist, he
could take a 30-day leave which would
not be charged to his normal leave, and
could come to the United States, if he so
desired, on other than a space-available
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basis, and then return to the area of
conflict.

I say, with due respect to the Senator,
that if I felt his amendment had merit,
if the committee felt it had merit, and
if the Department of Defense felt it had
merit, we certainly would have no ob-
jection to supporting it. But for the
reasons I have stated, I cannot support
the amendment of the Senator from
Connecticut, and would have to urge the
Senate to reject it.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, may I
make a brief response?

It seems to me that the crux of the
issue before us is this: Under the bill,
the man who reenlists after its signing
gets a free trip home, besides the addi-
tional pay. All I am asking is that those
who have reenlisted recently receive, not
the free trip home—they are going to
stay there in combat—but only that they
receive the regular additional pay, for
a 30-day period. I cannot see the unrea-
sonableness of it, and I think it is a
mistake to exclude them.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
it is amazing to me that we should even
seriously consider an amendment of this
sort. I am, of course, definitely opposed
to the amendment, together with other
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee including the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Cannon], who is managing
the bill.

Senator Cannvon and I were, of course,
present at the the Armed Services Com-
-mittee hearing on this bill. Only one
witness, Gen, William Berg of the De-
partment of Defense, testified. Follow-
ing his testimony the distinguished
chairman of our committee, the Senator
g?nm Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] questioned

Sénator RusseLL asked him:

You mean a man flylng an airplane off a
carrier is not considered in hostile fire?

Somewhat to our surprise, it turned
out that such an individual would not
benefit from this bill. The amendment
contrary to what was said by the author,
who is not a member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, does not grant to all
servicemen this added pay. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nevada has
said, we have already been very fair to
our combat troops in Vietnam. They are
the beneficiaries of hostile fire pay, and
they have the income tax exemption, as
he stated.

After General Berg responded to
Chairman RusseLL’s question, he was
told:

So, he would not beneéfit from this bill.

General Berg replied:
That is correct.
Chairman RusseLL then stated:

But a man serving on the ground, in the
ground forces of the Air Force up in Thal-
land, would be included.

To our surprise, General Berg said:

Not in Thailand, because that is not a
hostile fire area, sir

Yet, practically all the airplanes that
fly from our airbases in Thailand bomb
installations in North Vietnam, and many
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of our pilots from Thailand are shot
cdown.

Mr. President, I am going to argue
later against the passage of the bill in
the form in which it was reported from
the Armed Services Committee. I wasin
the minority on that committee, but I
am knowledgeable as to the contents of
the pending bill.

It is apparent that the author of the
amendment lacks knowledge as to who
would and who would not benefit from
the bill.

There is no precedent for the bill in
its present form. Chairman RUSSELL
has expressed himself on the Recorp as
having misgivings about the bill.

The distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii [Mr. InouYEl, a member of the
Committee on Armed Services, referred
in our committee to the ice cream men—
the men working in PX's and commis-
saries—and the headquarters men, and
to the fact that they would be the real
beneficiaries of the pending bill, but
that helicopter pilots in Thailand, and
pilots flying from Thailand would not
benefit whatever.

Responding to a question by Chairman
RusserLt regarding the faet that our
pilots flying missions over Vietnam from
our bases in Thailand are not covered by
the proposed bill, General Berg stated:

Those people do receive hostile fire pay.

Chairman RusseLL then said:

Well, how about a man that is working in
an office in Saigon?

General Berg replied:

Any person who is stationed in Vietnam or
in the waters within a 12-mile limit, I think
it is, where the tour is precisely one year,
would be covered by this bill.

Without a doubt, the officers and en-
listed men stationed in our air-condi-
tioned headquarters in Saigon would be
the real beneficiaries of this bill. They
would like to retain the continuity of the
office personnel there.

General Berg stated that only our per-
sonnel stationed in Vietnam or in the
waters, within a 12-mile limit, would be
covered by the bill.

In the hearings, Chairman RUSSELL
said:

Unfortunately, a large percentage of the
400,000 people we have over there are not
engaged in combat at any time, and they will
benefit by this just as much as the man who
atays up there in the rice ps.ddy, gett.!ng shot
at all day. But as I say, we have never been
able to get the Department of Defense to
undertake to define a combat troop, a com-
bat soldier. They say they cannot. We will
have to take it as it is.

In the course of the hearings, Chair-
man RUSSELL also said:

Well, it is a mighty bad bill. It is worse
than I thought. . . .

Mr. President, that statement was
made by the distinguished and re-
spected chairman of the Armed Services
Committee of the Senate at a hearing in
which the Armed Services Committee
was considering this matter. He said:

It is a mighty bad bill. It is worse than I
thought.

Mr. President, I am not going to speak
at any length on the bill itself at the
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present time, but as soon as the pending
amendment is disposed of, I intend to ex-
press my views regarding the bill.

This is a bill concerning which our dis-
tinguished chairman expressed some
doubts and misgivings. I consider it to
be a very bad bill and I intend to speak
and vote against it.

I think the amendment offered by the
Senator from Connecticut would make
it a worse bill. I join with the manager
of the bill, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon] in urging that the amend-
ment be rejected.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the argu-
ment of the Senator from Ohio seems
to be that the pending bill is a bad bill.

I have listened to his reading of the
record and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] was saying, it seems to
me, that the bill should have included
those people in Thailand.

That would make sense fo me. I am
not a member of the committee. I do
not know the ins and outs, but one does
not have to be a member of the commit-
tee to sense the humane element in the
amendment I offer. That is the purpose
in offering it.

Mr. President, I am ready to have a
voice vote on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut.
[Putting the question.]

The amendment was rejected.

U.S. ARMED FORCES IN THAILAND

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 27, the Foreign Minister of Thai-
land, Thanat Khoman, spoke to the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations.
His speech, like those of other spokesmen
for some of the small countries of Asia—
the Philippines, South Vietnam, Tai-
wan—reviewed the importance to them
of U.S. protection against their present
and potential enemies. Mr. Thanat
sought to wrap himself in the cloak of
freedom, although he and his govern-
ment do not represent freedom in their
own land. 4

The junta that rules Thailand today
destroyed constitutional government in
that country in 1958, when they over-
threw it by military coup. Its Foreign
Minister speaks piously now of ‘“freedom-
loving peoples,” as though his govern-
ment had brought freedom to someone,
or had safeguarded it for the people of
Thailand. There have been no elec-
tions there since 1957, the year before the
present Government suspended the con-
stitution.

Mr. Thanat has no credentials to
speak for freedom at all. The most he
can show is that the Thai Government
today is non-Communist. That goes a
long way in Washington these days, es-
pecially among small Asian countries.
So far, Thailand is not Communist. But
indications are that with our help, the
Government Mr, Thanat speaks for is
introducing into Thailand all the ele-
ments that made Communist gains pos-
sible in South Vietnam.

THAI NEED FOR SECRECY

Communism has bred and thrived in
Asian countries governed the way Thai-
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land is governed—by & cligue which en-
joys financial prosperity at the expense
of large numbers of its people, and made
possible by profitable arrangements with
a western nation.

Mr. Thanat told the General Assembly:

The intransigence of the aggressors has in
no small measure been encouraged and even
enhanced by the lack of unity and by dis-
senting opinions of small and misguided
minorities in various countries. These dis-
senting minorities, consisting of elements
from legislative quarters, from the press, the
church and from the uninformed academic
circles, are least familiar with and even ig-
norant of the true facts of the situation, but
allow themselves nevertheless to be carried
away by their abstract and unrealistic con-
structions, or by their bellef in false liberal-
ism, to volce suggestions and opinions which
benefit and give comfort to no one except
the enemies of freedom and liberty.

I do not expect Mr. Thanat to under-
stand, much less to appreciate, the de-
bate on foreign policy which has gone on
in a small way in the United States Sen-
ate. The Thai government has no time
for such institutions as the check and
balance system or any kind of division of
powers and responsibilities, such as
characterize our constitutional system of
government. It came to power by de-
posing established institutions of that
kind, just as they were beginning to take
hold in Thailand. Half of the National
Assembly had been chosen in 1957 by
popular vote for the first time, when it
was eliminated by military coup d’etat.

Thailand’s foreign and domestic poli-
cies are not put to any more tests of pop-
ular support, and if legislative quarters,
the press, the church, and academie cir-
cles in Thailand or the United States are
uninformed, it is because the government
in Thailand does not want them to be
informed.

Why not? Why does Mr. Thanat's
government draw an iron curtain of se-
crecy around the military arrangements
and financial arrangements it has made
with the United States, and then argue
that all inquiries and objections from
legislative quarters are the result of
ignorance?

If his case is so convincing, why does
he not want it discussed publicly by the
American Senate and its Foreign Rela-
tions Committee?

And why are these demands of the
Thai government for secrecy in its deal-
ings with the United States accepted by
the American Government, even at the
sacrifice of our American constitutional
principles?

The administration rejected the re-
quest of the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations to discuss with us in open
meeting the nature and purpose of the
American involvement in Thailand. It
is understood that this response was in
deference to Thailand. It is my own
opinion that the forthcoming election
also had a lot to do with reluctance of the
administration to discuss the nature and
extent of our buildup in Thailand, for it
already exceeds the extent of our buildup
in Vietnam prior to the election of 1964.
The Congress and the American people
were given little indication of what we
had been committed to there, either,
prior to the 1964 election.
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This time, the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has done its best not to let that
happen again, and to fulfill our consti-
tutional duty to participate with the ex-
ecutive in the fixing of foreign policy
objectives and methods. That duty is
one of the reasons for the existence of
the Senate. This body was created with
special powers and qualifications to serve
as a counsel to the President, particu-
larly in infternational affairs. That is
why treaties must be ratified by two-
thirds vote of the Senate, and why it
must confirm the appointment of am-
bassadors.

It was expected that the commitments
of the American people would be made in
treaty form. Today, that is almost a
dead letter.

Too many in the Congress of the
United States have abdicated their con-
stitutional responsibilities to check an
executive branch of Government.

I say to the American people: It is
your responsibility and your fault. Do
not pass the buck to the Congress of the
United States, for you elected its Mem-
bers. So long as you are willing to elect
men and women who are willing to abdi-
cate their constitutional responsibilities,
then you have only yourselves to blame
for this trend toward government by ex-
ecutive supremacy. If you permit it to
become a reality in full, then you will
have lost your freedom.

The operative treaty in this area of
the world, SEATO, commits us to consult
with certain nations in cases of insur-
gency and to act in accordance with our
constitutional principles to meet a com-
mon danger from armed attack. That is
all it commits us to, Dean Rusk to the
contrary notwithstanding. What we are
doing in Thailand is not consulting about
an insurgency. But no “common dan-
ger” has been found by SEATO; neither
have the constitutional processes of our
Constitution to act under that paragraph
been met, and our current actions have
not been reported to the Security Coun-
cil of the United Nations, as they must be
when we act under this commitment
through the United Nations Charter.

The creeping escalation in Vietnam
and the secret buildup in Thailand tell
us how far we have moved away from the
principle that such undertakings of the
United States, such commitments of the
blood and wealth of the American people,
could be entered into only upon the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate. Not only
do the American people no longer know
what is being done in their name and in
the name of future generations, but the
Congress and the Senate do not know,
either.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT] accurately referred on Monday
of last week to an American effort to
change the face of Asia by executive fiat.
Executive fiat is what Mr. Thanat likes
and understands best, because it is by
executive fiat that his dictatorial gov-
ernment governs. It has no time for
checks, balances, questions, or debate
from a legislature responsible to the peo-
ple, a legislature which must raise the
armies and the money to pay for a pro-
gram undertaken by executive fiat. The
first thing the military junta Mr. Thanat

26013

represents did when it seized power was
to get rid of a legislature that was then
only even partly independent.

In Thailand, the money to pay for its
programs comes from the United States,
or is raised at home by executive fiat, too.

TU.S. FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF THAILAND

A few sentences later, the Thai For-
eign Minister spoke of “Others still who
are far away and in the midst of their
opulence and comfort seem also to be
seized with griping apprehension that
events in Vietnam may adversely affect
their present abundant and luxurious
living by dragging them into the spread-
ing conflict.”

As one who has gone over the foreign
aid presentations year after year in the
Foreign Relations Committee, I can say
that few countries exceed Thailand in
the glowing picture presented of their
prosperity while at the same time their
grant economic aid from the United
States has gone up year after year. We
are told every year that it has a high
rate of landownership by farmers, and
that it has a good rate of economic
growth. These optimistic reports are
promptly contradicted in the foreign aid
presentations by the information that
one-third of the entire population living
in the Northeast of Thailand does not
share in the general prosperity, is re-
mote, neglected, and consequently sub-
ject to Communist guerrilla activity that
requires large sums of American money
to combat.

A reasonable question arises of why it
has been necessary for the United States
to expand an economic grant program in
a country that is supposed to be as well
off as Thailand. Currently, U.S. eco-
nomic aid to Thailand is about 70 per-
cent grant money. This very high level
of supporting assistance is, of course,
justified in the U.S. on the ground that
it is spent to curb or head off insurgency
in the northeast and extreme south of
the country.

Every report that comes to me does
not suggest that life in Thailand, par-
ticularly Bangkok, has become Spartan
or that any belt-tightening among the
Thais has occurred in an effort to com-
bat its own insurgency problem or to
contribute to the war in Vietnam. To
the contrary, American aid has taken
care of these costs for the military junta
running the government of Thailand.
As has been true in Korea, Taiwan, South
Vietnam, and the Philippines, the efforts
of Thailand to counter any Communist
threat, internal or external, has largely
been financed by the United States, not
by the opulent and comfortable among
their own people.

I wish it were possible for me to tell
the Senate, the American people, and the
Thai people, too, of all the American
money now going into Thailand by way
of economic aid, military aid, and the
expenditures of the Defense Department
for our bases and forces. The economic
aid last year was about $40 million and
$60 million this year. But the military
aid information has to remain secret. I
want to repeat that, Mr. President, for
that sentence is a sentence that the
American people should take note of : But
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the military aid information has to re-
main secret. That is in keeping with the
requisites of the Thai Government, It
is enough to say that the United States
is paying a very high price to Thailand
for the use of her territory.

The American people will subsequently
be introduced, after the fact, to commit-
ments which, in my opinion, are not in
the security interests of this Republic
and never should have been made in the
first place.

Much of the whole foreign aid program
is for the purpose of implementing those
commitments. Nothing in it should be
kept from the American people, for it
will be the American people who pay the
bill and who will die by the millions if the
foreign policy course of action of this
administration is not checked; and it
should be checked here in the Congress.

U.S. PRESENCE MAKES THAILAND A TARGET

FOR SUBVERSION

More important is the relationship to
our American military activities of the
guerrilla activities in northeast Thailand.
There does not seem to have been an in-
surgency problem there until after we
sent 5,000 troops into the area in 1962.
The reports of “terrorism” and guerrilla
insurgency began about 1964 and 1965,
when plans for large-scale American
bases were well underway. There is no
evidence that this U.S. buildup was de-
signed to counter an internal threat to
Thailand. On the contrary, the internal
threat has come after Thailand offered
herself as an outpost of the Pentagon
building in Asia.

A column on Thailand by William
Ryan of the Associated Press appeared
in the Eugene, Oreg., Register-Guard on
September 29, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be included in the Recorp at
the conclusion of these remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President,
Ryan notes in his articles:

Thailand's role in the Vietnam war, as the
site of bases whence United States planes
take off, probably has made the country
even more an attractive target for subver-
sion and guerrilla tactics inspired and sup-
ported by the Red Chinese. . . .

There is little secret about the use of Thal
bases in the Vietnam war. As long ago as
January, the Assoclated Press reported from
Saigon that probably 80 percent of air strikes
against North Vietnam were taking off from
‘Thal bases. With the U-Tapao base now
available, the percentage seems bound to
rise. It should be far easier for B-52 bomb-
ers to reach North Vietnam from there than
from Guam.

At the enormous Sattahip naval base com-
plex, 100 miles south of Bangkok, Americans
are building a complete major port at a cost
of about $90 million. When it is completed

within two years, it will have deep water
berths, rock breakwaters, new fuel storage
tanks, pipeline supply systems, improved port
installations, ordnance depots, table com-
munications and supporting facilities,

In addition, new roads with military mean-
ing are being built in the country and exist-
ing transport routes are being upgraded. . .

Mr. Ryan later notes that in addition
to these direct expenditures on capital
improvements, U.S. economic aid to
Thailand in 1965 amounted to $43 mil-

Mr.
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lion, with an additional unspecified
amount of military aid. The economic
aid figure this year is over $60 million.
So Thailand has been well rewarded fi-
nancially for this U.S. military presence.

Let me point out to the American peo-
ple that they have not been given the
facts about the economic aid either. Let
me point out to the American people that
this administration will not permit the
release of the investigations of the Comp-
troller General of this country and the
expenditure of American aid money in
Thailand, and that is not because of any
request of the Comptroller General. He
is perfectly willing to have those reports
released. He is perfectly willing to have
the label “secret” and “confidential”
taken off of those reports. This admin-
istration does not dare to take them off,
any more than it dares to take those
labels off the other reports dealing with
the shocking waste, inefficiency, and the
cause of graft and corruption of Amer-
ican foreign aid in many parts of the
world found by the Comptroller General
in his investigations.

I want to say to the people of this
country that if they are interested in
their own self-interest they should resent
the secrecy of this administration and
insist that the people be given the facts.

But it is a sad fact that the American
military presence in Thailand has made
that country a target for subversion.
This means that we also have a respon-
sibility to protect and defend this un-
democratic government, no matter how
serious the insurgency becomes, no mat-
ter how unpopular it may be with its own
people, and no matter whether the op-
position is Communist or non-Commun-
ist.

This is how we tied ourselves to Diem
in South Vietnam, and ultimately felt
we had to carry on a war there. Like-
wise, we have intruded ourselves into
Thailand to the extent that we have a
“face” there that we will be told we must
save at any cost.

U THANT HAS BEEN THWARTED BY MANY

NATIONS, INCLUDING THAILAND

Elsewhere in his speech, Mr. Thanat
said of the forthcoming retirement of
the Secretary General:

Another reason which prompted the Sec-
retary-General to decline accepting further
his present difficult assignment is saild to be
lack of cooperation on the part of certain
nations to solve a number of international
problems, among which figures prominently
that of the war in Vietnam. There again, we
who live in Southeast Asia fully understand
and appreciate the disappointment and
frustration felt by an international official
whose primary duty it is to help bring inter-
national conflicts to an end and to develop
and promote peaceful conditions in the
world. For in spite of his desire to dis-
charge conscientiously the responsibility of
his office, the Secretary-General, more often
than not, has had to face non-cooperatibn
and even completely negative and obstruetive
attitudes from those who seek to extend their
domination and further to expand their in-
fluence and control over others. That ex-
plains why, on more than one occasion, the
Secretary-General has had to adopt a totally
despondent posture and confess to the world
at large that much as he realizes that it is
his duty to help resolve the present acute
problem of the war in Vietnam, neither the
organization which is entrusted with the
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function of preserving and maintaining peace
nor he himself who is its chief executive, can
do much, if anything at all, to carry out their
peace mission,

I wonder whether Mr. Thanat said this
in full knowledge of U Thant’s 3-step
proposal for negotiations, the first of
which is that we stop bombing North
Vietnam. In any case, one of the chief
points Thanat makes in his address is
that the bombing should not stop.

The United States and Thailand have,
by their joint bombing raids, contributed
full share to the difficulties faced by the
Secretary General in seeking to bring
peace to southeast Asia. AsI have men-
tioned, we expanded the war by using
Thai bases as our privileged sanctuary,
and Thailand expanded it by permitting
us to do it. Neither country has re-
ported these measures to the Security
Council of the United Nations, as we are
obliged to do if we are acting to meet a

‘common danger from armed attack un-

der the Southeast Asia Defense Treaty.

Let me say for the benefit of Secretary
of State Rusk that the so-called informal
conversations or backstage conversations
by the American Ambassador in the
United Nations do not meet the obliga-
tion under SEATO to report to the Secu-
rity Council; for we have an obligation
to file formal reports setting forth the
facts concerning our activities, and that
the United States does not dare to do.
The United States does not intend to tell
the world what it is doing in secret in
many parts of the world to increase the
great danger toward more conflict in-
stead of less conflict. Thailand is a good
example,

The bombing of North Vietnam by the
U.S. planes out of Thai bases was re-
sumed early this year at the same time
we asked the Security Council to deal
with the threat to peace in Vietnam.

That was a face-saving resolution on
the part of the administration. The heat
was too hot for the Johnson adminis-
tration not at least to make some gesture
toward the Security Council. So it did
file a resolution, but has not carried out
its responsibilities by insisting upon ac-
tion on the resolution. That is why I
have been saying in recent days in the
Senate and across the country—and I
shall continue to say if, Mr. President—
that the President is going in the wrong
direction when he goes to Manila. The
President should go to New York City.
The President should appear first before
the Security Council and then before the
General Assembly. The President should
talk to the world as the representative
of a signatory to the United Nations
Charter and call upon the United Na-
tions to carry out the primary obligation
of every signatory to that Charter—that
is, meet in joint action to enforce a peace
where there is a threat to the peace any-
where in the world.

That is where my President should do
his talking, rather than in Manila in a
conference composed for the most part
of those who were in collusion and
threatening the peace of the world in
Asia, many of them having become our
vassal states completely dependent upon
the American taxpayers for the payment
of their international military opera-
tions.
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The technique of making the war big-
ger as we ask someone else to stop it has
characterized our policy in southeast
Asia, The New York Times of October
T had editorial criticism of this practice,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed at the conclusion of
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MORSE. The editorial states in
part:

Can the United States steadily escalate
the war in Vietnam, prepare for a still bigger
war next year, and at the same time bring
about peace negotiations with Hanoi? Peace
offers with one hand; killing, burning, defoli-
ating, destroying, bombing with the other.
The result, surely, is to cancel out each
other’s effectiveness. . . . Yet, this past week
the United States showed that It could call
a halt where it wanted when the bombing
of a corner of the demlilitarized zone between
North and South Vietnam was stopped. It
could be stopped in all of North Vietnam.
Talk of peace plus acts of war will not add
up to a negotiated settlement. The old adage
that “actions speak louder than words” ap-
piies In Vietnam today as it has at all times
and everywhere.

I want to commend the editors of the
New York Times once again because dur-
ing the past 3 years, as this historic de-
bate has continued in the Senate, with
a small number of us protesting Ameri-
can policies in southeast Asia, the New
York Times has published -editorials
which support the general position we
have taken, just as this editorial backs
up the position that I, the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GrRUENING], and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FourerigHT] have
taken in regard to the escalating war
policy of the United States in southeast
Asia.

Mr. Thanat roundly castigates the pro-
posal that the bombing be stopped.

The proposal has come from a promi-
nent dissenting legislative quarter of the
Senate, the chairman of our Foreign Re-
lations Committee [Mr. FoLericHT]. It
has also come from the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations, U Thant.
Mr. Thanat of Thailand deplores the
idea, but he also deplores the failure of
nations to cooperate with the Secretary
General in his quest for negotiations that
will stop the war.

He might well start with Thailand and
the United States in this respect, for it
is our two countries that have forestalled
what U Thant considers the first step
toward peace negotiations.

With the possible exception of the
Soviet Union, no nation or combination
of nations in the United Nations is able
to cope with the B-52’s and other fighters
and bombers of the American Air Force,
except with American cooperation. So
long as they bomb on our command, there
there is nothing the United Nations can
do to stop them. That, too, is one of the
frustrations of U Thant—one of the ma-
jor ones, not only for him but also for the
whole United Nations.

THAILAND TURGES BOMEBING TO CONTINUE

It comes with poor grace from the For-
eign Minister of Thailand to speak first
of the roadblocks nations have put in
the way of peace, and then to demand a
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continuation of the bombing. He told
the General Assembly:

Some have suggested that in order to end
the war in Vietnam there should be uni-
lateral cessation of aerial attacks on North
Vietnam. In this connection, they all seem
to have forgotten that bombing has been
halted at least twice, the first time for five
days and the second time for more than a
month. In both cases, the cessation of
bombing yielded no worthwhile results. On
the contrary, it gave undue advantage to
the other side which made use of the lull
to gather more strength, with which to in-
tensify and escalate the conflict.

Since the one contribution of Thai-
land to the war has been the use of its
territory for our air bases, and for
which we have stepped up our aid pro-
gram and our capital investment in that
country, it is no surprise that Mr.
Thanat wants the raids to continue.

The air attacks on the North began
early in 1965. At that time, the so-
called invasion from the north was a
trickle of men and supplies. Today,
after a year and a half of bombing at
a rate exceeding the monthly tonnage
dropped on all of Europe in World War
Ii, and in Korea, the rate of infiltration
has still grown. On August 21, the New
York Times reported from Thailand:

United States sources say the North Viet-
namese have succeeded in greatly eularg-
ing and improving the so-called Ho Chi
Minh trail through Laos to South Vietnam
in the last 18 months. Despite daily Amer-
fcan air strikes, the sources declared, the
North Vietnamese have been able to turn
a web of what were once simple tracks or
paths into a complex of dirt roads over
which their Soviet-made supply trucks can
move.

When I make reference to those sta-
tistics, Mr. President, I am using statis-
tics of the administration. I am point-
ing out the testimony of Pentagon
witnesses, including the Secretary of
Defense, who has testified that we are
dropping more tons of bombs per
month in the war in Vietnam than we
dropped per month on all of Europe and
Africa during World War II.

This is no brush fire that we are
fighting. The United States has made
it a major war.

Our casualties month by month are
beginning to show how major it is. The
cost 'of $2,700 million a month to the
American taxpayers also shows how
major it is.

I take Senators to the testimony of
the Secretary of Defense prior to the
beginning of the bombing of Hanoi and
Haiphong. His testimony in January
1966, in reply to guestions put to him
by the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Ervinl, before we even started
the bombing, was that the bombing
would have little effect upon what assist-
ance the North Vietnamese were giving
the Vietcong.

What is being pointed out now by
authority after authority, by correspond-
ent after correspondent, is that the
bombing of Hanoi has only intensified
their determination to continue the war.

We may eventually be able to bomb
them to a surrender table, but we will
never bomb them to a peace table.
What the American people had better
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recognize, before it is too late, is the
difference between a surrender table and
a peace table. We had better recognize,
before it is too late, that for future gen-
erations of American boys and girls, not
only for decades, but for eenturies to
come, the Asian people will have great
resentment toward Americans.

Mr. President, we have lost our mind.
We have lost our judgment. We cannot
do this on a unilateral basis. We must
proceed, as I have pleaded on the floor
of the Senate, as have the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GrueNinGg] and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBricHT], and
other Senators, on a multilateral basis
to have a peace table set up—not with
the United States at the head of that
table. We have lost our right to sit at
the head of the table. That table must
be a tripartite table, a three-sided table,
the United States and South Vietnam
on one side, the Vietcong, the North
Vietnamese, and probably the Red Chi-
nese on the other side, and the non-
combatant nations conducting the nego-
tiations, and “calling the shots,” so to
speak, for every nation in the world has
a vital interest in a peaceful solution of
the American war in southeast Asia.

On August 10, the Times had also re-
ported that the infiltration rate had in-
creased despite these raids:

Neither increasing bombing of the North
nor stepped-up American “spoiling attacks”
on guerrilla bases in the South has appeared
to reduce the enemy's ability to build up his
forces in response to American increases.

In fact, these forces are being in-
creased. Week by week, by the thou-
sands, there are desertions from the
South Vietnamese forces and recruitment
of Vietcong in South Vietnam. We are
getting information that has filtered
through that the tyrant we are keeping
in power, Ky—who never fought the
French, but fought with them—is not
going to resort to capital punishment
against desertions. What a confession
of the failure of the South Vietnamese
military establishment. The latest fig-
ures furnished to us in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee were that they are hav-
ing desertions on the basis of 90,000 a
month.

I do not know how long this adminis-
tration can keep the American people in
darkness, as to what we are really doing
in southeast Asia.

I full well understand my course of
action; but I intend to keep the trust,
and I do not intend to vote to kill Amer-
ican boys in an undeclared war.

Let the administration come forward
with a recommendation of a declaration
of war. Once again, I repeat, it does
not dare recommend a declaration of
war. The reason why it does not dare
to recommend a declaration of war is
that it would stand isolated around the
world.

In examination of our Ambassador to
Russia the other day in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, when he was before us
for confirmation, I put a series of gues-
tions to him and I asked him what he
thought the reaction of Russia would
be if we followed the recommendation
of the war hawks in this country to
blockade Vietnam. I asked him if he
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thought the Russian flag would be low-
ered to that blockade. He replied in
the negative; he thought that Russia
would not lower its flag to the blockade.
I asked what would happen after we sunk
the first Russian ship. His assumption
was the obvious—we would be involved
in a military confrontation with Russia.

As I said before, it would not be fought
in Asia, but it would be fought in New
York City and in Chicago and in Port-
land and in Moscow and in Leningrad
and around the world. I repeat it.
Sometimes I get criticisms from some
persons over these repetitions, but I am
an old teacher. I know how important
it is in the learning process to repeat and
repeat until the class finally grasps the
lesson. I do not give up hope that even
the Congress of the United States will
recognize that we cannot justify history
by following a course of action which our
own Ambassador admitted under exam-
ination the other day would lead to a
military confrontation with Russia.

Perhaps our bombing did not cause
the increased infiltration described by
the press from official figures; but if its
purpose was to stop or reduce it, it did
not. If our purpose was to destroy the
will of the North Vietnamese to aid the
rebellion in the south, it has not done
that, either.

In fact, many evidences come out of
North Vietnam that our bombing has
enhanced the determination of North
Vietnam to fight back.

Our bombing, like our troop buildup
in South Vietnam, has proceeded on the
assumption that all the escalating would
be done by the United States alone.

I find in the remarks of the Thai For-
eign Minister words that apply as much
to Thailand as to any other country, so
I quote him:

From a pragmatic viewpoint, it may be
too much to expect that ethical considera-
tions should prevail in the discussion of such
a hotly contested international issue. In
reality, the question is much more complex,
involving heterogeneous elements among
which are ideological blas, acute self-inter-
ests, past private feuds and instinect of re-
venge or simply fears of losing the beatific
enjoyment of present material abundance
and luxury avallable in profusion in certain
parts of the world.
PROBLEM 'IS TO REDUCE,

OF WAR

No doubt any criticism of Thailand by
Members of Congress will continue to be
resented in a country that has abolished
congresses. I do not mean to arouse con-
troversy nor to irritate needlessly a for-
eign government. But when iis officials
urge upon the United States a policy of
bombing a third country from bases on
its territory, bases which cost the Ameri-
can taxpayers hundreds of millions of
dollars plus additional aid to that coun-
try, in defiance of the peace plan urged
upon all warring parties by the Secre-
tary General of the United Nations, I
think some inguiry into their motives
and reasoning is called for.

What worries me more than anything
is the real likelihood that the arrange-
ment we have bought in Thailand will
turn out like our arrangement in South
Vietnam. Eventually, the government
we sheltered and financed in South Viet-

NOT RAISE, LEVEL
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nam collapsed, and had to be replaced
with a virtual U.S. military occupation.
That is what I fear lies in store for us
in Thailand, especially if China and
Russia eventually came into this war.
The more we use Thailand to bomb
Vietnam, the more those bases become
targets and the more Americans have
to be sent to protect them. It is ques-
tionable that Thailand will remain a
privileged sanctuary any more than
North Vietnam did, but the responsi-
bility for her defense will lie with us.

PROSPECTS FOR MANILA CONFERENCE

President Johnson’s meeting with cer-
tain Asian heads of state will, we all
hope, result in some development in the
direction of peace that is not now dis-
cernible. A parley of states on one side
of a war does not usually seek or result
in any moves toward peace other than
plans for total victory. An Asian con-
ference that included Japan, India, Pak-
istan, and other nonbelligerents would
afford a little more impartiality and
perhaps some ideas that would not occur
to countries so deeply committed to the
prosecution of the war as are Thailand,
South Vietnam, South Korea, and the
United States.

The great defect of the conference is
simply that the United States is to be
the only non-Asian participant, just as
we are the only non-Asian participant
in the war. We count ourselves an
Asian power, just as we count ourselves
an Atlantic power, a European power, a
Middle Eastern power, a Western Hemi-
sphere power; and we would quickly
count ourselves an African power, too,
should anything develop in that conti-
nent to cause us worry.

That does not make us an Asian coun-
try. It is one of the tragedies of our
tremendous power that we seem to think
because we have interests somewhere, we
must also have prevailing power there.
Small countries around a great power
seem either to accept the leadership of
the nation in whose shadow they live, or
seek the shelter and support of a rival
great power. Cuba has done the latter;
so have the small countries of Asia with
whom President Johnson will be meeting.

Mr. President, I close by saying that I
share the fears of some of my fellow
Senators who have not supported my po-
sition in opposition to the war in Viet-
nam, but who have expressed great con-
cern about the spreading of U.S. military
power around the world, involved, as we
now are, in 42 securities treaties in all
parts of the world.

I should like to see those treaties
merged from bilateral treaties into multi-
lateral treaties not as cloaks for US.
action but genuine multilateral obliga-
tions. I should like to see us follow a
course of action that would cause other
nations to join with us on a multilateral
basis, in order to maintain peace in the
world.

I think the best way and the best
place to start with that type of merging
is for us to change our posture before
the United Nations, and begin insisting
upon our rights within that body and
to have our President call upon the
United Nations in no uncertain terms to
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take jurisdiction over this threat to the
peace in southeast Asia.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed as exhibit 3 certain
other press clippings concerning the
United States and Thailand: an editorial
from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch for the
week of September 19-25; an article
from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of
September 18, entitled “What Is Aim of
United States in Thailand”; an article
from the Washington Post of October 2
entitled “Spotlight on U.S. Bases Irks
Thailand”; two articles by Richard
Fryklund on Thailand which appeared in
the Washington Star; an editorial,
“Dramatic Move,” from the Oregonian of
September 30; and an article from the
Christian Science Monitor for October 1
entitled “Vietnam: Doubts on Asian
Talks.”

There being no objection, the clippings
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp:

(See exhibit 3.)

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Eugene Register-Guard, Sept. 29,
1966]
ReEp THREAT GROWS—U.S. CONCERNED OVER
THAIS

(By William L. Ryan)

Americans today eye Thailand with grow-
ing concern. Enough portents and parallels
exist to evoke worry that another wedge of
Southeast Asia could involve United States
forces in a new war with Communist guer-
rillas in the pattern of Vietnam.

“We ought to know what we are getting
into,” sald Chairman J. W. FULBRIGHT of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee re-
cently. “Are we to have another Vietnam
war?” To inquire into the possibilities he
announced his committee soon will hold
hearings on the United States commitment
in Thailand.

Worry over Thalland’s place in a Com-
munist timetable dates back to the founding
of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO) in 1954, and has deepened consid-
erably in the past two years.

Two years ago the Communists, with the
blessing and backing of Red China, an-
nounced formation in Thailand’s impover-
ished northeast area of the “Thailand Inde-
pendence Movement.”

In January, 1965, Chen Yi, Red China’s vice
premier and foreign minister, declared “we
may have a guerrilla war going in Thalland
before the year is out.” Days later, a Thai-
language broadeast, possibly emanating from
China, announced establishment of a “Pa-
triotic Front of Thailand.” This was pat-
terned after the National Front for Libera-
tion of South Vietnam, set up late in 1960
as the political arm of the Viet Cong.

The Thal guerrilla movement is small, but
in scale and technique it is ominously simi-
lar to the Viet Cong movement of the 1958—
60 period.

But—there are big differences in the two
situations.

Thailand, for the most part, is prosperous
and stable. Its people, 80 per cent Buddhist
and far more united than the Vietnamese,
on the whole dislike and distrust Commu-
nists and Chinese allke. TUnlike Vietnam
Thailand has a sturdy middle class and many
of its peasants—80 per cent of the popula-
tion—are well off by Southeast Asia stand-
ards. Unlike Vietnam, Thalland never was
colonized, never partitioned. Since World
War II it has been one of the staunchest
allies of America in the Far East,

Thailand’s role in the Vietnam war, as the
site of bases whence United States planes
take off, probably has made the country
even more an attractive target for subversion
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and guerrilla tactics inspired and supported
by the Red Chinese.

Since early 1965, Communist activities in
the Northeast—susceptible to infiltration
across the border from an area of Laos held
by the Communist Pathet Lao forces—have
risen considerably. The Thal government
says there were 35 assassinations of govern-
ment representatives in the northeast in
1965 and more than twice that number thus
far in 1966. Red China has broadcast a re-
port that battles between government forces
and guerrillas numbered 24 in 1965 and 43
in the first half of 1966.

There are as many United States troops in
Thailand as there were in Vietnam early in
1965. The Pentagon has declined to disclose
the figure. TUnofficlal estimates recently put
it at 27,000-35,000. Willlam P. Bundy, as-
sistant secretary of state, said last week the
figure was 25,000, mostly air force units.
That would represent more than twice the
number there in early 1965.

A United States-backed air and naval base
complex has been enormously expanded.
Last month, the U-Tapao airfield, built by
the Americans in less than eight months,
was turned over to Thal officials. This in-
stallation to the south of Bangkok has a
field 11,500 feet long with 200-foot wide run-
way, capable of accommodating the biggest
United States bombers. It is 650 miles from
Hanol.

Besides U-Tapao, built at a cost of $40 mil-
lion, there are four other United States-
bullt jet alrbases in Thailand. All have been
turned over to the Thal government.

There is little secret about the use of Thal
bases in the Vietnam war. As long ago as
January, the Assoclated Press reported from
Salgon that probably 60 per cent of air
strikes agalnst North Vietnam were taking
off from Thal bases. With the U-Tapao base
now available, the percentage seems bound
to rise. It should be far easier for B52
bombers to reach North Vietnam from there
than from Guam.

At the enormous Sattahip naval base com-
plex, 100 miles south of Bangkok, Americans
are building a complete major port at a cost
of about $90 million. When it is completed
within two years it will have deep water
berths, rock breakwaters, new fuel storage
tanks, pipeline supply systems, improved
port installations, ordnance depots, table
communications and supporting facilities.

In addition, new roads with military mean-
ing are being built in the country and exist-
ing transport routes are heing upgraded.
Military supplies which would be needed in
the event of attack have been placed in for-
ward positions.

Thailand has had a military government,
ruling in the name of the king, since 1958.
There is some unrest about this, particularly
among intellectual elements who say they
want more democracy, & new constitution
and elections. The government under Prime
Minister Thanom Kittikhachorn says the
time is Inappropriate because of Southeast
Asia conditions and the Communist threat.

The nation, about five-sixths the size of
Texas with 31 milllon people, is in enviable
condition apart from its northeast, so far as
as its economy and prospects are concerned.

By government estimate, the guerrilla
movement is small. Bangkok says the Com-
munist hard core amounts to no more than
1,600 in the northeast, operating in roaming
bands of 80 to 100 men.

To counter red activity, the government
has instituted, with United States help, a
civic action program in the northeast, in-
volving moblile development units, police
training Iin counter-insurgency and estab-
lishment of a government presence in an area
neglected for years by Bangkok. The Ameri-
cans have provided $35 million for this pro-
gram.

Communism has never caught on in Thai-
land. The Thal Communist Party, formed in
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1946, was made up mostly of overseas Chi-
nese, of whom Thalland has 4 million. Like
overseas Chinese elsewhere, they are subject
to pressures from Red Chinese agents. The
Communist Party was outlawed and went
underground in 1952.

But infilfration in the northeast and cen-
tral parts of the country by Lao and Thai-
stock people, and of Malay-stock people in
the extreme south, is easy. Underground
radio broadcasts boast of expanding activi-
tles aimed at “a violent counteroffensive” to
overthrow the Thanon government.

The secretary-general of the Seato alliance
in his annual report this month said:

“China, during the past year, turned to a
wider and more intense program of subver-
slon, seeking to undermine the anti-Com-
munist determination of the peoples of all
Boutheast Asia . .. a principal target of sub-
version has been Thailand . . . under Peking
sponsorship a number of ‘patriotic front’
organizations have come into being under the
general political leadership of the Thal pa-
triotic front. Communist terrorism has been
most frequent in the northeast, but similar
activity has also occurred in the south and
some of the central provinces.”

Bangkok is the headquarters of Seato,
which also has an economic program in the
nation. United States economic ald alone
amounted to $43 million in 1965.

In comparison with other Southeast Asian
countries, Thailand is thriving, Its annual
growth rate reached a record 10.6 percent
in 1963 and leveled off thereafter at 6.3. Its
1965 gross national product was 80.2 billlon
baht ($4 billion). Real output rose between
1961 and 1965 by 7.5 percent each year. Real
income per person was 25 percent higher this
year than in 1957.

Export earnings grow steadily. So do agri-
cultural surpluses, mainly rice, making the
country an Aslan rice basket.

United States officials in Thailand say they
operate on the theory that if the United
States provides the tools, the Thais them-
selves will do the job of combatfing Red
subversion.

EXHIBIT 2
[From the New York Times, Oct. 7, 1966]
THE PRESIDENT'S TRIP

President Johnson's remarks about plans
for his expanded trip to Asia later this month
were a mixture of hopes, desires and pessi-
mism on the progress of efforts to find a
peaceful solution to the Vietnamese war.

Mr, Johnson emphasized the attempts that
will be made on his trip to seek political,
social and economic progress. These are
vital goals; but the war will certainly domi-
nate every meeting with the chiefs of state
in New Zealand, Australia, Thailand, Ma-
laysia and South Korea, and it will be upper-
most at the Manila conference.

There iz a question that could have been—
but was not—asked at the President’'s meet-
ing with the press yesterday:

Can the United States steadily escalate the
war in Vietnam, prepare for a still bigger
war next year, and at the same time bring
about peace negotiations with Hanoi? Peace
offers with one hand; killing, burning, de-
foliating, destroying, bombing with the
other. The result, surely, is to cancel out
each other's effectiveness.

There can be no doubt that the funda-
mentals of President Johnson’s policy, as
formulated by Ambassador Goldberg at the
United Nations, still stand. The United
States is not seeking territory; nor the de-
struction of the Hanol Government; nor
permanent bases in South Vietnam. It is
prepared to cease bombing North Vietnam
and withdraw American troops if Hanol
makes comparable concessions.

It is true, therefore, that the United States
is fighting a limited war with “limited force,”
as Mr. Johnson reiterated yesterday. In
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effect, it is saying: “I won't kill you, but I'm.
going to beat you within an inch of your life,
after which I hope you will come and join
some of us around a table to talk peace.”

The problem of credibility is a basic one.
If the Hanol Government does not believe
that the United States means what it says,
there can be no negotiation. Nor would the
North Vietnamese test American sincerity if
they felt sure that there was no sincerity.
They are wrong; but it is not enough for
Washington to say so.

Yet, this past week the United States
showed that it could call a halt where it
wanted when the bombing of a corner of the
demilitarized zone between North and South
Vietnam was stopped. It could be stopped
in all of North Vietnam. Talk of peace plus
acts of war will not add up to a negotiated
settlement. The old adage that “actions
speak louder than words” applies in Vietnam
today as it has at all times and everywhere.

ExXHIBIT 3
[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Sept.
19-256, 1966]
WHY THE THAILAND SECRECY?

William P. Bundy taxes credulity when he
cites the wishes of the Thal government as
the main reason why the Johnson Adminis-
tratlon refuses to discuss in open hearing
details of the growing American involvement
in Thailand.

Mr. Bundy, assistant secretary of state for
Far Eastern affairs, explained the Adminis-
tration position before a closed session of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee that is
trylng to find out what the United States
commitment in Thalland is all about. The
U.S. has close to 35,000 men there, and huge
bases in dally use mounting aerial attacks
on Viet Nam.

The Thais, noted for their cynicism and
opportunism, would like to pretend they are
not giving military aid and comfort to the
Americans. This is nonsense. The Chinese
know what is going on. The Russians know.
The North Viet Namese know. The South
Viet Namese know. The Cambodians know.
The Laotians know. Even American news-
paper readers know—in part. But the Amer-
ican government says it cannot tell its own
people the facts because a client state doesn’t
want it to.

Chalrman FuLBrIGHT and other members
of the committee fear, and so do we, that the
United States is quietly getting involved in
another Viet Nam in Thalland. Indeed, we
are inclined to wonder whether it is the
Thais or the Americans who really want to
keep the activities secret. The American
people have 300,000 men fighting an unde-
clared war in Viet Nam; what is the United
States getting into in Thailand?

Since there is no question whatever of na-
tional security, why the secrecy?

[From the St. Louls Post-Dispatch, Sept. 18,
1866]

WHAT Is A oF UNITED STATES IN THAI-
LAND?—SENATOR FULBRIGHT SEEKS THE AD-
MINISTRATION'S ANSWER IN NEw HEARINGS

(By Richard Dudman)

Wasnmveron, September 17—When and if
Secretary of State Dean Rusk goes before Sen-
ator J, Witriam FULBRIGHT in the much-post-
poned hearings on American involvement in
Thailand, the immediate issue will be wheth-
er the hearings should be held at all.

The Johnson Administration is trying to
maintain the official secrecy that surrounds
a current rapid buildup of U.S. military force
in Thalland and its role as an American
privileged sanctuary for air ralds against
North Viet Nam.

FULBrIGHT, chalrman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, wants a full airing
of the situation in public hearings to see
whether the United-States iz getting into
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another Viet Nam without any public de-
bate.

The issue is one of politics and diplomacy,
not security, The Russians and the Chinese
certalnly know about the American bases
and buildup already.

Rusk first was scheduled to appear Sept. 12
in executive session. That hearing was can-
celled when he went to the hospital with a
case of grippe. He was then slated to testify
next Thursday, but his appearance at the
United Nations General Assembly most of
next week interfered.

Secretary of Defense Robert 5. McNamara
is expected to be called after Rusk testifies.
The plan is to explore with both secretaries
in closed session the Administration’s reasons
for seeking to avold full public discussion of
what is going on in Thailand.

Because of schedule difficulties, it has
turned out that Willlam P. Bundy, assistant
secretary of state for Far Eastern aflairs,
will be the first witness, in a closed sesslon
Tuesday. It was he who first breached the
official secrecy by saying publicly two weeks

that the United States already had
about 25,000 troops in Thailand.

Some of Bundy’s colleagues in the Ad-
ministration were unhappy over his public
acknowledgment of the buildup.

How can Rusk and McNamara refuse to
testify in public session when Bundy has
already been talking his head off?” one official
asked. “All the committee has to do is
ask them whether they can’'t say what a sub-
ordinate says. The committee also could
ask whether the Administration attaches
more importance to a television show than to
a Senate committee.

Bundy had chosen his words carefully.
He had said that the buildup was "no
secret.”

In this respect, the situation in Thalland
has been following the pattern of the early
buildup in Viet Nam. For some years, no
official would state on the record the num-
ber of American troops in Viet Nam, but
reporters were given the total from time to
time on a “background"” basis. The reason,
in that case, was to avoid public admission
that the United States was violating the
1954 Geneva agreements, which limited
American troops there to about 600.

In Thalland today, a reporter can learn
the current number of U.S. troops, but only
on a “background” basls. The reason this
time is that the Thal government insists on
secrecy as a condition for permitting Ameri-
can military use of Thal territory.

Bighteen months ago, the United States
had about the same number of troops in
Viet Nam that it has in Thalland today.
Although the American forces in Viet Nam
now have taken over much of the combat
role, combat originally was supposed to be
left to the Viet Namese.

President Johnson, In his campaign
against Barry Goldwater in 1964, denounced
those who “call upon us to supply American
boys to do the job that Asian boys should
do.” Mr, Johnson described the American
mission in Viet Nam as getting the South
Viet Namese “‘to save their own freedom with
their own men.” He said that the United
States would supply such help in training
and equipment “as we can give them.”

Using similar language two weeks ago in
speaking about Thailand Bundy sald that
the Thals faced a real threat of insurgency
in the northeast part of their country. As
he put it, “the Thais are dealing with that
themselves, and our role is to supply them
equipment and to assist them in training
as they may desire.”

He declined to comment on reports that
the U.S. embassy in Bangkok has asked
Washington to go beyond that role.

The Post-Dispatch reported Aug. 26 that
Ambassador Graham Martin had forwarded
an urgent request from the Thal government
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for American helicopters with American
crews to combat increasing Communist guer-
rilla activity in northeast Thailand.

There are layers of secrecy and sensitivity
in what is going on in Thalland. At each
successive level, information 1s harder to get,
officials are more reluctant to talk or testify,
and the Thals are more outraged at public
exposure.

Best known is the bare number of US.
troops and the equipment and training of
Thai troops, which Bundy described as the
major American role there.

At a more sensitive level is the use of
American alr bases in Thalland to bomb
North Viet Nam, United States Air Force
sources have said that 80 per cent of the
strikes against the North are from Thai-
land.

Still deeper are such matters as the se-
cret transfer of a Thal artillery battalion into
Laos, where the troops have been given
honorary Laotian citizenship as what are
sometimes called “sheep-dip Laotians."” The
unit is sald to be operating under Laotian
command as part of an efflort to keep the
Communist-led Pathet Lao forces from press-
ing toward the Mekong river, which divides
the two countries.

When FuLsriGHT first spoke of the plan for
hearings on Thailand two weeks ago, he sug-
gested some of the questions that ought to
be answered: “What is the precise nature of
our ‘commitment' to Thalland? On what
legal basis are we there? Are we identifying
ourselves too closely with an unpopular and
unrepresentative regime? Will a massive
foreign military presence in Thalland en-
gender hostility among a people who have
never been colonized? Will Thailand’s in-
volvement in the war in Viet Nam shorten
the war or enlarge it?"

“These questions have been raised either
explicitly or implicitly by American journal-
ists,” FurLeriGHT said. “I believe we have a
responsibility to raise them here and to have
the Administration’s replies.”

In approaching the secrecy issue, the com-
mittee could well ask why the present reti-
cence over a major involvement when there
was great candor when President John P.
Kennedy sent 5,000 troops to Thailand In
May 1962.

Mr. Eennedy lssued a statement saying
that Thailand had invited the American
forces because Communist forces in Laos had
attacked and moved toward the Thal border.
Thailand announced the decision to its own
people instead of letting them judge for
themselves by the roar of the jets, as in the
present case. The United States notified
the United Nations, moreover, and SEATO
issued a public statement.

An Administration strategist was asked
this week why all the publicity in 1962 and
all the secrecy now.

“If you will forgive what may sound llke
a cynical remark,” he said, “the reason is
that then it was for show and now we mean
business.”

The American-Thai arrangement grew out
of a unilateral pledge made by Rusk to the
Thai Foreign Minister on March 6, 1962, two
months before Mr. Kennedy sent troops on
that earlier occasion. They agreed that the
SEATO treaty “provides the basis for the
signatories collectively to assist Thailand in
the event of Communist armed attack against
that country."”

Rusk anticipated that some other signers
might not agree to intervene. He stated that
“this obligation of the United States does
not depend upon the prior agreement of all
other parties to the treaty, since this treaty
obligation is individual as well as collective.”

Vice President HuserT H. HUMPHREY CAr-
ried Rusk's promise a step further last Febru-
ary when he pledged that the United States
would “provide all necessary assistance to
enable Thailland and other countries of
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Southeast Asia threatened by Communist
aggression to defend themselves and to
achieve in peace their just economic and
soclial aims.”

No such strong commitment existed in the
case of Viet Nam. The Johnson Administra-
tion eventually resorted to an interpretation
of the SEATO treaty after first relying on
a limited and conditional offer of aid by
President Dwight D. Eisenhower.

The argument for exposure is that the
American people ought to be aware of what
their government is getting them into and
have a chance to debate the matter.

The argument for continued secrecy is,
first, that this country made a deal with
Thailand and should stick to it. Thai of-
ficlals control the behavior of legislators and
the flow of information in their own country
and cannot understand why the most power=
ful nation in the world cannot do the same
in its own country.

Such agreements with other countries on
covert operations can be successful only if
the *“noise level” remains low. In the
case of the operations in Thailand, the noise
level lately has risen to a roar. Some officials
consider this a breach of security, although
not in the sense of giving a foreign enemy in-
formation not otherwise available to him.

Behind Thalland’s mounting annoyance
over public discussions of operations there
is thought to be concern about its posture
in the event of a major Communist attack,
such as a big subversion campaign or out-
right invasion from Laos.

If Thailand had ostensibly been merely
minding its own business, it could pose as
another Belgium, an innocent victim of un-
provoked attack. If, on the other hand, the
world knew Thalland was a major base for
American military action in Viet Nam, some
might say that it was getting what was com-~
ing to it.

As a practical matter, American violation
of the non-publicity agreement will give
Thalland new leverage in limiting the input
and use of American men and weapons, in
seeking additional assistance that the United
States is not prepared to give and In raising
the \:rel'l& lﬂ:l. the American bases,

“We ve through the hearings,” an of-
ficlal said this week, “but afterward we'll
have to pay the Thals two or three times as
much for what they're doing for us.”

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 2, 1966]
SPOTLIGHT ON U.S. BAsEs IrKS THAILAND—

NaTIoN RESENTS WASHINGTON TALE ABOUT

OPEN SECRET OF U.S. MIigHT

(By Murrey Marder)

Bancrox.—Officlals of this country that
serves as a huge launching platform for air
strikes on Communist installations in North
Vietnam and Laos are bristling over the kind
of attention focused on Thailand from Wash-

Il.

“What is the United States trying to do to
us?” they indignantly demand in private
“We have given you every support in the
antl-Communist struggle. Why must you
advertise 1t and make things worse for us?”

The United States and Thailand are caught
by a double standard of national behavior
over the semisecret military operations con-
ducted from this moderately authoritarian
nation of 30 million people with little ex-
perience in publicly questioning the scts of
government. It is a case of two nations with
a common objective, but markedly different
values, jointly trying to pursue a quasicovert
policy.

“All we asked of you,” sald one grieved
Thal Foreign Ministry officlal, “was one
thing: just to keep quiet officially about what
you were doing here. All right, your press
has revealed what is going on, so it is no
secret any more. But why must you con-
tinue to talk about it? Why give ammuni-
tion to your enemies and our enemies?”
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Even the most Westernized Thal officials
profess bewilderment over the inability of
the Occidental mind to grasp what is to
them a clear distinction between what is
done and what needs to be admitted offi-
cially, particularly in warfare.

When Senate Forelgn Relatlons Commit-
tee Chairman J. Wirriam FOLBRIGHT (D.-Ark.)
announced what proved to be short-lived
hearings to determine, as he put it. if an-
other Vietnam was in the making in Thai-
land, Bangkok officlaldom bubbled.

THE CONTRAILS SHOW

The Thal people never have been officially
informed about what is happening in their
country, although many are at least dimly
aware of it. They can see the confralls of
American planes streaking toward North
Vietnam or Laos, They can see, Or are even
working on, the American bases spread stra-
tegically over the countryside. They rub
shoulders unenthusiastically, and in some
areas resentfully, with American troops, al-
though efforts are made to limit the GI im-
pact on the population.

When the facade of secrecy about Thal-
based American air attacks on North Vietnam
and Laos was fractured by press accounts
early in 1965, the Americans were hardly sur-
prised. It was impossible to keep secret
indefinitely from the American public what
are now eight air bases either built or in
progress with a force of over 30,000 American
military personnel,

But when the news reports first appeared
that Thal bases were fielding about 80 per
cent of the land-based air power that strikes
North Vietnam, and the bulk of the air mis-
sions against Communist infiltration routes
across Laos, Thal officlals simply denled it,

“No American planes have taken off from
Thal airfields to attack targets in North Viet-
nam,” sald Prime Minister of Defense
Thanom Kittikachorn. The United States
Embassy here concurred completely, honor-
ing what had been agreed upon between
Bangkok and Washington as a vital part of
the quid pro quo for the American opera-
tions.

As the press reports nevertheless con-
tinued to swell, Gen. Praphas Charusathien,
Deputy Prime Minister, army commander in
chief, Minister of the Interior and strong
man of the Thali regime, tried a different tack
in September, 1965.

“What is a base?" he said when asked by
hesitant Thal newsmen about the reports in
the American press. “This is what comes of
persons who are ignorant of military tech-
nical terms using military language.

“Can a big airfleld where an American
soldier is standing be called a military base?"”
he went on. “Itis not a base. Itis noteven
a military stronghold. What it should be
called more correctly is a stopover station,
not a base.”

American military units in Thailand, he
explained, were simply helping to build
roads. “Regarding American flight routes in
Thailand, they are only a military assistance
agreement, not for setting up any American
alr base. Permission is given only for Amer-
ican planes to land and take off, staying over-
night, for refueling and for any repairs that
might be needed, We are given aid by
America in exchange . .. That is what is
called mutual military assistance . . .

But behind the scenes, Thal officlals were
berating American officials, charging a breach
of confidence In the failure of the United
States to curb its press.

A JOINT CELEBRATION

In time, as the American influx expanded
constantly and the construction of such po-
tentially huge installations as the air and
naval base at Sattahip on the Gulf of Siam
became impossible to conceal, Thal officials
reconciled themselves to the inevitable,

When Sattahip, which concelvably one day
may be the successor to the great base at
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Singapore in Western defense, opened last
Aug. 10 the secrecy wraps came off enough to
permit both Prime Minister Thanom and
United States Ambassador Graham A. Martin
to participate publicly in the celebration.
But the lid has remained on any official ac-
knowledgment of the origins or destinations
of the ever-increasing numbers of American
bombers flying from Thailand. American
planes often limp back from mass flights over
North Vietnam to bases that are officially
nonexistent.

This uncomfortable officlal position 1is
bound to become intolerable with a major
expansion of the American war effort re-
portedly in the making. The word filtering
through the combat zone is that current lim-
itations on North Vietnam bombing targets
will be progressively lifted.

STILL FEW GUERRILLAS

Intensification of the aerial warfare from
Thailand will also increase the risk of Com-
munist retaliation against the American
bases, although there is still little subversive
warfare here, and that at the terroristic and
propagandist level. At a maximum, there
are about as many guerrillas in Thailand now
as there were in South Vietnam in 1959-60.

Communist guerrilla activity here rose ap-
preciably between December and last May,
then leveled off. American strategists are
uncertain whether the slowdown was caused
by the record monsoon floods over the whole
Mekong River basin or by Communist hesi-
tancy to produce enough chaos to bring
American combat troops into Thailand.

It has been denied on all sides that Ameri-
can combat troops are in Thailand, But
Special Force units are here giving training
in guerrilla warfare, about 256 American heli-
copters are engaged in antiguerrilla combat
support and it would be an easy slide from
combat training to combat if the Thal gov-
ernment should decide that it requires help
of that kind.

What is gnawing at United States officials
is their awareness that the Johnson Adminis-
tration’s damaged credibility in the Vietnam
conflict is being damaged still more by its
ambiguous position in Thailand. There
would be considerable relief on the American
side if Thailand would take the United States
off the secrecy hook.

“What is (Secretary of State) Dean Rusk
supposed to do,” privately complained one
unhappy American official, *‘call the Thal
Prime Minister a liar? It's their country;
they have to live here after we go, as they
pointedly remind us.

ALLIES IN RESIDENCE

American officlals like to point out that
United States forces are not the only foreign
military personnel in this nation that serves
as headquarters for the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization.

The Australians have an F-86 squadron at
Ubon, one of the American-manned bases
that fly the Thai flag, with 160 men. Forty
other Australians are engaged in SEATO
operations and multilateral military re-
search. The British have 440 engineers con-
ducting an airfield near Mukdahan in north-
eastern Thalland, the most underdeveloped
section of this nation, where the Communist
guerrilla pressure centers. New Zealand has
16 engineers supervising construction of se-
curity roads in the northeast.

The Thals consider this aid, and the much
larger American support, as only their due for
their vigorous anticommunism. But they
have a highly sensitive concept of their sov-
erelgnty and independence and are now con-
cerned that a bitter fruit of the Amerlican as-
sistance is that the United States Senate is
threatening to pry into “our national life.”

The Thais, who managed to escape the 19th
century colonization of much of Asia, were
shocked when Sen. FuLBrIGHT said, after a
closed-door hearing on Thailand, that he had
the impression that American policy in Asia
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was headed toward something close to *“co-
lonial rule.”

Because FULBRIGHT is a major critic of the
American policy in Vietnam, to which Thai-
land is deeply committed, he is now the
Thals' archyillain,

Officlally, Prime Minister Thanom con-
ceded on Sept. 5 that FuLericHT had a “right
to ask such questions (about American aid
to Thailand) of his Government in the Sen-
ate.” What the Thals forcefully reject, how-
ever, is the right of any American official to
cast public aspersions on Thailand.

The Thals evidently never thought that
the American commitment here would open
the door to questioning about the prevalence
of corruption or the shortcomings of democ-
racy in Thailand (“We are in the transition
stages of advancement to democracy; you
must not try to compare us to your version
of democracy”), or to public discussion of
whether Thailand is or might become a “pup-
pet” of United States policy.

Nothing infuriates their officials more.
“You are our ‘guests’ here,” said one angry
official. “We can ask you to leave any time
we choose.”

The Thals cite a regional pattern to jus-
tify their insistence on secrecy about Amer-
ican military operations here. North Viet-
nam denies that it has any troops engaged in
South Vietnam, they say, and Prime Minis-
ter Souvanna Phouma refuses to acknowl-
edge American antl-Communist aerial com-
bat in Laos. Why, then, they ask, should
Thalland have to behave differently just be-
cause of internal political requirements in
the United States?

“What good will it do Thailand to ac-
knowledge officially what nobody else in this
region admits?” they ask. “It can only re-
sult in more people saying more bad things
about Thailand.”

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star]
ANOTHER VIETNAM? UNITED STATES THAILAND
BumLoupP—FORCE STILL GROWING

(By Richard Fryklund)

The basic facts of the “secret” American
buildup in Thailand are easy to find—but
not the answer to Sen. J. Wmniam FuUL-
BRIGHT'S question: “What are we getting
into?"

The facts are these:

There are 26,000 American servicemen
(two-thirds of them Air Force) in Thailland,
and the number is still growing.

The Alr Force is flying almost 200 planes
from seven major Thai airfields in the air
war against Communist forces in Viet Nam
and Laos.

The Army is building a logistics, supply
and communications base in Thailand which
could support one American Army corps—
that is, three American divisions, or 100,000
men, in some future ground, sea and air
combat.

And American military and civilian ad-
visers are helping the Thal government ex-
tend its authority into remote villages that
may—or may not—be threatened by a Com-
munist uprising and invasion.

The purpose of the bulldup is to avoid the
U.S. mistake in Viet Nam—too little and
too late.

It has been described only in the sketchiest
way by American officials because the Thai
government wants it to be an official secret—
for reasons of domestic and foreign policy
which the Americans must respect if they
are to stay.

The Thai government seems convinced that
it faces a typlcal Communist war of national
liberation, and it is reacting strongly, with
American help.

Sen. FuLeriGHT, D—Ark., chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, said recently
that the American public should be told
about the buildup and what the United
States is getting into.
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PULBRIGHT suggests that we may be getting
into another Viet Nam and that this is the
time for Congress and the public to object.

He's pointing toward open hearings on the
Thai buildup—if the Johnson administration
will go along.

Here is what he will find:

The U.S. Air Force is using the Thal bases
because those in South Viet Nam are limited
in capacity, because the Thal bases are closer
to many of the targets, and because the Thals
are willing to support, quietly, a war they be-
lleve is protecting them.

The American fighter-bombers and recon-
naissance planes operate principally from
four Thal airbases at Takhli, Eorat, Udorn
and Ubon. Refueling tankers, KC135s, also
use the Don Muang airfield at Bangkok and
the fleld at the navy base at Sattahip on the
Gulf of Siam,

Another base at Khon Kaen is being ex-
tended from 4,000 feet to 11,000 feet run-
ways for American jet use,

AIR STRIKES FROM THAI

Most of the U.S. Alr Force strikes against
North Vietnamese targets are launched from
the Thal flelds, and most of the tonnage
dropped over North Viet Nam is carried in
Air Force planes,

Thus, the bases are essential for a high rate
of bombing in the North.

Alr Force operations are commanded by
Maj. Gen. Charles R. Bond, deputy com-
mander of the American 7th and 13th Air
Forces headquarters at Udorn.

The bases themselves are owned and com-
manded by the Thai Air Force. The Amerl-
cans are guests.

The buildup for possible American ground
combat is under the direction of the 9th
Logistics Command at Korat. It has three
basic jobs:

Maintain stockpiled combat equipment for
one American brigade (a third of a division,
about 6,000 men).

Maintain stockpiled support equipment
(vehicles, barbed wire, bulldozers, locomo-
tives, etc.) sufficlent to supply one full U.S.
infantry division.

Bulld supply and communications pipe-
lines capable of supporting a full American
corps.

The 9th Logistics Command is preparing
the way for an emergency fire-fighting force,
the brigade, or a holding operation, the di-
vision, or the left arm of a pincer movement,
the corps (if the allled side decides some day
to pinch off the North Vietnamese infiltra-
tion routes through southern Laos and North
Viet Nam.)

If the 9th Logistics Command does its job
right—and it's about half through now—it
will provide support facilities in case of a
war. The same operation took almost a year
to carry out in Viet Nam, after the war
started.

In South Viet Nam, the pace of the Ameri-
can buildup was set largely by the supply
bottlenecks. Ports had to be bullt, since the
port’ of Salgon was vulnerable and inade-
quate. Fuel pipelines, roads, airfields, radio
links and storage facilities had to be in-
stalled under the VC guns.

In Thailand, two U.S. Army Engineer bat-
talions, the 809th and 538th, are supervising
American and Thai construction companies
in similar projects now.

The port of Bangkok is as Inadequate as
the port of Saigon, for similar reasons. It
is 21 miles up a narrow, shallow river and it
dumps materiel into a crowded, busy city.

BUILD NEW PORT

So the 809th is bullding a new port at
Sattahip, at the corner of the Gulf of Siam,
the location of an old and sleepy Thai navy
base.

Sattahip will be able to handle simul-
taneously nine offloading ships of any size;
it will be able to pump aviation fuel directly
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from the ship to the EC135 tankers on the
11,600-foot runway; it will be able to sup-
port a U.S. naval patrol force and store and
transship supplies for an Army corps.

The 809th will soon move into northeast
Thalland to build small airstrips and local
roads.

When all this is finished, the supply mov-
ers will have elaborate road, rail, pipeline
and air routes to the warehouses near Eorat
and adequate road, rall and air routes to
the consumers in northeast Thailand, where
the business is presumed to be.

Another function of the U.S. armed forces
in Thailand is to advise and assist the Thal
government in handling this business, mod-
est now but extensive in the future, if the
Viet Nam pattern is being followed.

There is disagreement among American ob-
servers whether the pattern is being followed,
whether a North Vietnamese and Chinese-led
insurgency has started.

EVIDENCE CITED

The evidence for such a crisis, which con-
vinces American military and diplomatic
leaders there, is that North Vietnamese and
Chinese radio broadcasts have announced the
formation of a “Patriotic Front of Thailand,"
made up of Communist leaders and some
fictional Thal worker and farmer groups,
and that guerrilla cperations have started.

The incidents are similar to those in the
early stages of the struggle in South Viet
Nam—killings, kidnapings, sabotage.

But a direct chain of command between
Hanol and the guerrillas has not been es-
tablished by American intelligence.

Some American officials see strong signs
of Red activity.

But officials in other American agencies
say the troubles in Thalland also can be
explained by traditional banditry, perhaps
combined with inexperienced local Commu-
nist leadership.

The Fulbright investigation may end up
with a cholce between two answers to the
senator’s question of, What are we getting
into?”

The U.S. buildup in Thailand may elther
be the stitch in time which will avert
another Viet Nam or it may be another
American foot sinking slowly into the Asian
quagmire.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star]
WE PrepARE To Cur AN ENEMY LIFELINE
(By Richard Critchfield)

BancsEor.—United States military prep-
arations in Thalland are being geared to the
possible need to move at least three Ameri-
can combat divisions into Laos in an at-
tempt to cut off the Ho Chi Minh trail, ac-
cording to authoritative sources here.

This possibility is based on the expecta-
tion that Hanol will continue to infiltrate
regular North Vietnamese divisions south-
ward over the next few years. It is felt here
that the 800-mile system of jungle trails and
dirt roads through the Laotian panhandle
would be Hanoi’s main line of supply south-
ward for ammunition, reinforcements and
equipment.

The military experts are not unanimous.
Vietnamese generals in Saigon predict the
Viet Cong, reinforced by six of North Viet
Nam's 11 regular army divisions, in April will
launch a “now or never' attempt at a final
offensive. Some American military sources
in Saigon estimate the Viet Cong now have
enough weapons and ammunition stored
in South Viet Nam to keep fighting for two
years. Others maintain that up to 75 per
cent of the Communists’ supplies come by
sea, down the Mekong and overland through
Cambodia.

In Thalland, preparations for sending
American troops into Laos have been under-
way since the height of the Laotlan crisis
in 1961-62, when Washington, at Bangkok's
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insistence, concluded a mutual defense
agreement outside the United States SBEATO
obligations.

Since then a $40 million yearly U.S.-Thal
military development program has built a
network of primarily military roads linking
Bangkok with Thailand's 1,000-mile Laotian
frontier, mostly along the Mekong river.
This included the $20 milllon Friendship
Highway and its Bangkok Bypass, which
U.8. Army engineers are now helping to
finish. A $30 million depot of tanks, jeeps,
armored personnel carriers, artillery and
weapons has been built up at Camp Friend-
ship near Eorat Airbase. There will even-
tually be enough to equip a combat division.

This winter, work has been speeded on
the U.S. construction of a jet strip, deep-
water pier and ammunition bunkers near
Thailand’s blg Sattahlp Naval Airbase, to
handle a rapid influx of troops.

These troops would not be destined for
Thailand but for Laos, The Thai govern-
ment already is highly sensitive to the pres-
ence of nearly 8,000 U.S. Air Force men and
4,000 Army engineers. U.S. military sources
insist that no more U.S. troops are contem-
plated for garrisoning in Thalland.

On the other hand, Agence Lao Presse, the
official Cambodian news service, reported
that special presidential envoy Averell Har-
riman assured Prince Norodom Sihanouk
during his recent visit that the United States
had no plans to commit American ground
troops in Laos.

Thailand’s uneasiness over the growing
American presence here was underscored
last week when Lt, Gen. Kricha Punnakanta,
the government'’s press chief, repudiated re-
ports that U.S, alrcraft were bombing North
Viet Nam from bases in Thailand.

Gen. Kricha’s staff reportedly includes one
man who keeps a scrapbook of some 60 clip-
pings from American newspapers reporting
that most of the U.S. airstrikes against North
Viet Nam and Laos are carrled out by U.S.
attack squadrons stationed at Thal bases.
In addition, some U.S. papers have reported
most of the air-sea rescue operations over
North Viet Nam are carried out by helicopters
and amphibious planes based at the Mekong
river town of Nakorn Phanom and that there
are scattered U.S. radar installations else-
where in the country.

All of this is absolutely factual. But the
notion of “foreign bases” is so distasteful in
modern Asia and the traditions of patriotism
and obedience so deeply ingrained in most
Thalis that everyone seems willing to preserve
the fiction of their non-existence even as
the F-105 Thunderchiefs scream overhead.
When Gen. Punnakanta admonished a recent
press conference, “We all know that U.S, air-
craft on North Viet Nam missions are from
their own ships and not from Thailand,” not
one Thal newsman batted an eyelash.

LEFTWING FERVOR MISSING IN THAIS

This sensitivity 1s partly the result of
Thailand's history. In the 19th century, by
playing off the British against the French,
Thailand (then Siam) alone of the Asians
except Japan escaped coloniallsm. As a re-
sult, its people today are remarkably free of
anti-colonlalist complexes or serious left-
wing revolutionary fervor. The revolution-
ary ideas of the West, whether of Karl Marx
or Thomas Jefferson, have never ruffled Thai-
land’'s calm surface. )

Thus, if Thailand is a Southeast Asia
domino, it is a domino firmly held upright
by a mixture of national pride, a pure strain
of Theravada Buddhism, an adored and
revered monarchy and, more recently, an
upsurge of wealth on a continent of want.

Thalland, like Japan, has treated the West
as a kind of bargain basement, the place
where you went shopping for transistor
radios, training administration and
sclence, hydroelectric projects and the latest
Jazz tunes.
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Coming from tragic Viet Nam, a visitor is
at first repelled by the political apathy and
popular obedience to authority. But Thal-
land seems to be a country one is wise to
accept on its own terms.

It has a military dictatorship of sorts, with
the power held by Army Gen. Praphas Char-
usathira, who controls the 85,000-man army
and 55,000 police, But Thailand’s real rulers
are an oligarchy of some 10,000 families who
have dominated business, the military and
civil service for 600 years. Prime Minister
Thanom Kittikachorn, is a sounding board
for various factions within this elite.

UPSURGE OF WEALTH THREAT TO HEIRARCHY

While the American mission has encour-
aged a trend toward constitutionalism and
the adoption of some of the trappings of
democracy, the Thai peasantry, who comprise
75 per cent of the population, has virtually
no political consciousness.

More likely to break apart the hierarchical
structure than any t movement from
below, a Peking-backed insurgency are the
economic forces unleashed by the upsurge of
wealth. The privately-owned Bangkok Bank,
for instance, recently launched a violent
attack on the government's long-standing
policy of buying rice cheaply from the peas-
ants and selling it for higher prices on the
world market.

Perhaps even more important than their
history 1s the character of the Thal people
themselves. They are easy going, pliable,
good humored and yet almost impossible to
corner. Says one experienced American dip-
lomat, “We can have nice, pleasant, super-
ficlally friendly relations with these people
but when it comes down to negotiations they
can be tough and stubborn, They drive a
hard bargain.”

How hard a bargain they drive in the com-
ing months seems likely to turn on how much
the bloody war in Viet Nam threatens to spill
over into Thailand. One European observer,
who knows the Thais well, cautions, “The
Thal attitude is quite cynical. They don’t
care where the war is fought to a finish—
Viet Nam, Laocs or even China—as long as it's
not fought in Thailand.,” He pointed out
there was already some resentment of the
American troops in the small towns near the
big U.S. airbases. “It's much like the British
objection after World War II—'They're over-
paid, over-sexed and over here.'”

The spread of the war could take several
forms. The least likely threat is the most
publicized in Bangkok's headlines that the
1,500 or so Peking-backed Thal guerrilla
bands in the impoverished northeast or the
500-odd Chinese guerrillas south in the Kra
Isthmus who fled Malaya in 1960 with their
leader, Chin Peng, after their defeat by the
British, could stage Viet Nam-style uprisings.

The northeast is a quagmire in the summer
monsoon season and a dustbowl in winter.
An area the size of Illinois and populated by
one-third of Thailand's 30 million people,
superficially it would seem ripe for insur-
gency,

COMMUNIST MENACE NOT IMMINENT

Yet this reporter, just returned from a
week's tour of some of the most sensitive
areas in the northeast, found virtually every
Thal and American interviewed, felt confi-
dent that the Communist guerrilla threat
there was not imminent but long term.

Though no one could say for sure just how
much of a Communist iceberg lurked below
the surface, one gained a strong impression
that Peking's vaunted “guerrilla war in
Thalland” was not much further off the
ground than it was when Ho Chi Minh was
there from 1928 to 1930 trying to organize a
Communist-led peasant uprising.

The 31 officially listed “terrorist assassina-
tlons"” since January, 1965, were almost all
the result of Thal police-initiated penetra-
tions into remote areas to break up the 40-
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year-old Communist infrastructure. The
terrain and the nature of the counter-in-
surgency seemed more like U.S. revenue
agents trying to break up a mountain moon-
shine operation than anything resembling
the war in Viet Nam.

Most encouraging was the true apprecia-
tion by Thai and American officials of the
nature and form of the Communist threat.
They were trying to counter it primarily
through political and economic remedies
and not relying excessively on suppression
or military action. Counter-guerrilla oper-
ations, except for limited military participa-
tion in clvic action and a two-week jungle
sweep last month, were being conducted by
well-trained Thal civillan police.

The Thais, mostly by themselves (U.S.
economic aid is a trifling $19 million a year
in grants), were building roads, establish-
ing schools, constructing irrigation projects
and digging wells. An embryonic 67-man
Thal Peace Corps had just been started.

WATER SCARCE MOST OF YEAR

The fundamental problem in the north-
east 1s the scarcity of water most of the
year, despite torrential summer floods. To
alleviate this problem, scores of small basins
and ponds have been dug and 4 small dams
have either been built or are under con-
struction with 12 others under study. These
are short-term measures, however.

The real solution for northeast Thailand’s
10 million improverished people would be
a huge $600 million dam at Pa Mong, reach-
ing across the Mekong River from Laos to
Thalland. Feasibility studies were recently
completed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion, which estimates the dam could be
rushed to completion by 1975. When fin-
ished it would have a larger reservoir than
any now existent in the United States and
would irrigate 2.6 million acres now stricken
by floods and drought and bring electric
power to almost half of Thalland's people.

UNESCO Ambassador James Roosevelt
visited Pa Mong recently on a fact-finding
mission for President Johnson, a hint that
part of the President’s $1 billion Asian de-
velopment fund may be invested in Pa Mong.
Since the Thals prefer to borrow from in-
ternational lending agencies like the World
Bank or the just-created Asian Bank, per-
haps the Soviet Union could also be brought
in on the financing. Not coincidentally,
pictures of Roosevelt shaking hands with
the Russian Ambassador to Thalland were
featured on the front pages of Bangkok's
newspaper.

In January, 1965, Chinese Forelgn Minister
Chen Y1 declared “we may have a guerrilla
war in Thailand before the year is out.”
That same month Peking bought the equiva-
lent of $1 million in Thal currency on the
Hong Kong market.

A measure of Peking’s fallure to get its
money's worth was suggested in threatened
Sakol Nakhon provinece, whose Deputy Gov-
ernor Anek EKanyanant told me local Com-
munist agents were offering Thal youths as
much as $50 a month to serve as guerrillas.
‘This is equal to about a third of the average
northeastern peasant’s yearly earnings.

Having failed to crank up a genuine insur-
gency in Thailand, Peking and Hanol might
still try launching sneak mortar attacks on
the U.S. airbases at Ubon, Udorn and Nakorn
Phanom. U.S. military men, who do not; dis-
count the possibility, predict this would
boomerang by triggering off a violent na-
tionalistic response.

Other political observers are not so sure,
They point out an outbreak of fighting,
however brief, would provide fuel for such
critics of ‘‘too ominous an American pres-
ence” as former Prime Minister Ehaung Api-
wong.

U'.g. military sources tend to view the 40;-
000 North Vietnamese refugee community,

largely centered in the northeastern towns, as

openly loyal to Ho Chi Minh.
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One U.S. military source estimated as many
as 80 per cent of the Vietnamese refugees
were discreetly working for the Communists,
Here again, American civillan officlals on the
spot see things slightly differently. Most of
them put this figure much lower and stressed
that the refugees were mostly Catholic, clan-
nish, urban artisans and tradesmen who re-
vere Ho but have demonstrated their desire
not to share the misery of his garrison state.
Certainly, in many of the houses where Ho
Chi Minh's picture is framed with flowers
and bronze candlesticks, there was also a cal-
ender of Thalland’s wildly popular Miss Uni-
verse, Apasra Hongsakul or “Pook” as she is
nicknamed.

HO CHI MINH TRAIL PRIMARY PROBLEM

Another possibility mentioned by U.S. mil-
itary men here is that while Peking is un-
likely to risk surfacing its clandestine politi-
cal apparatus in the northeast just for the
sake of a tactical diversion this summer, it
may have created a small, segregated group
of guerrillas to be sacrificed in a bloody at-
tempt to create an illusion Maoist war is
spreading to Thailand. The fact that Thal
peasant boys are being recruited for $50 a
month suggests they may be intended vic-
tims.

More probable, in the military view, is that
Hanoi’s primary interest this spring and
summer will be in maintaining the Ho Chi
Minh trail with the least amount of inter-
ference.

In this analysis, while the North Viet-
namese might try to secure the trail's
“shoulder” by seizing the strategic Bolevens
plateau in southern Laos, it is unlikely to
stir up any more trouble elsewhere in Laog or
in Thailand.

Much hinges on the official American, but
not universally shared, assessment that the
Thals are not worried about too overwhelm-
ing an American commitment as much as
they are worried that it may be too little.
The test would probably have to awalt any
decision by President Johnson to move U.S.
troops into Laos.

—

[From the Portland (Oreg.) Oregonian,
Sept. 30, 1966]
Dramatic MOVE

The “summit conference’’ of chiefs of state
in Manila next month, which President
Johnson has agreed to attend, should not be
confused with the all-Asian peace conference
which Thailand, the Philippines and Malay-
sia had earlier proposed as a means of ending
the war in Viet Nam.

All the countries to be represented in
Manila—the United States, South Viet Nam,
Thailand, the Philippines, South Korea,
Australia and New Zealand—are involved to
greater or lesser degree in the fighting
against the Communists in Viet Nam. Thus
the talks of their heads of state will be a
kind of family conference, reviewing the
military aspects of the war, the chances for
rp:aaoe and the economic prospects of Viet

am.

The proposed all-Asian conference pre-
sumably would be attended by other Asian
countries, including Japan, India, Pakistan
and Indonesia, if they would come. Hanoi
already has rejected any such meeting as a
“peace farce" put forward by “the willful
servants of the United States.” Even with-
out Communist participation and with the
absence of the United States, which would
not attend for obvious reasons, a meeting of
other Asian nations, large and small, con-
celvably might come up with some workable
peace negotiation suggestions.

No such result can be expected from the
Manila conference, since only allies of South
Viet Nam and that country itself will be
represented. Some good results in coordi-
nating the war effort, in analyzing possible
ways to peace and in improving economic
conditions may be hoped for, however.
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The Manila session, discussed by Presi-
dent Johnson and President Ferdinand E.
Marcos of the Philippines during the latter's
recent visit to Washington, will be held
shortly before the U.S. congressional elec-
tions. Obviously its timing has political im-
plications. President Johnson has been ex-
pected to make a dramatic move of some
kind before the elections to strengthen the
position of Democrats in general and sup-
porters of his Viet Nam policy in particular.

Republican leaders have latched on to the
earlier all-Asian conference proposal and
may have made considerable political impact
with it. The Manila meeting is a clever
counter move by Mr. Johnson. Although it
cannot end the war, it does represent definite
action in contrast to a mere idea.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Oct. 1,
; 1966]
VierwaMm: DouBTs oN AsIA TALKS
(By John Hughes)

SatcoN~—Beneath the officlal protestations
of enthusiasm, there is a current of unease
and skepticism in South Vietnam about the
up-coming Manila conference.

The government is happy because the con-
ference represents a rallying of its allies, a
gathering of nations committed in Vietnam
for whom the war is a just cause.

But some intellectuals and politiclans
think otherwise. The more suspicious are
anxious lest Premier Nguyen Cao Ky try to
extract from Manila a new personal triumph.

And among others there is puzzlement over
what the conference is actually supposed to
achieve, unless it be a boost for President
Johnson on the eve of difficult elections at
home.

For if the conference is after peace, how,
they ponder, can there be any breakthrough
at a gathering loaded with Washington's
allles, and from which even the Indians and
Japanese are absent, let alone somebody who
might speak for the Communist side?

UNHAPPY MEMORIES

Some politicians less than enthuslastic
about Premier Ky have unhappy memories
of his Honolulu conference with President
Johnson in February of this year. At if,
Premier Ky was given the presidential bless-
ing, returning to Saigon highly confident, in
an aura of American approval.

To Honolulu there was supposed to be a
follow-up conference several months later,
But this was quietly junked because by then
Premier Ky was deeply embroiled in conflict
with the Buddhists, and the young pilot-
turned-Premier with whom President John-
son had decided to sink or swim had very
nearly sunk.

Now, with Premier Ky well on top of the
Buddhist situation again, the English-lan-
guage Saigon Post gives a hint of what may
be in the Ky regime’s thinking, It is a hint
particularly significant because the paper
is owned by a Vietnamese Cabinet official
high in Premier Ky's administration.

CIVILIAN TRANSITION

An editorial Thursday declares that for
the administration Manila will serve “as a
replacement for the second Honolulu con-
ference which was impossible to hold be-
cause of the Buddhist crisis.”

This, of course, is exactly what some of
Premier Ky's opponents are afraid of.

From their point of view, it was a particu-
larly unhappy coincidence that the sponsors
of the Manila conference chose to announce
it on the very day South Vietnam’s brand-
new constituent assembly held its inaugural
meeting.

The assembly session underlined the fact
that the country is moving away from mili-
tary rule and taking some delicate steps
down the rocky road to civilian, and hope-
fully representative, government again. But
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a heady triumph for Premier Ky at Manila
might undo all this.

Thus the Vietnam Guardian calls anxiously
in an editorial Thursday for Premler Ky to
take with him a delegation of prominent
politiclans “so as not to give the impression
that he will attend such an important con-
ference in a personal capacity.”

CHOICE OF MARCOS STUDIED

Meanwhile, there lingers some puzzlement
as to what the Manila conference is actually
supposed to do. Is it in furtherance of Presi-
dent Johnson's search for peace? If so, its
composition of nations toughly allied to the
United States seems provocative to any Com-
munists about to negotiate.

The choice of President Marcos of the
Philippines to announce the conference is
also the subject for discussion. He has
proved a splendidly sturdy ally of the United
States. But that is enough to finish him in
the eyes of Hanol or Peking.

Asjan he may be, but hardly one accept-
able to the hard-headed Asians running the
Communist side of the war in Vietnam.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

UNITED STATES FORFEITING INI-
TIATIVE OF GLOBAL LEADER-
SHIP

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, just 4
years ago, the security of the United
States and the destiny of the free world
were bolstered by the reasoned rebuff of
the Soviet Union during the Cuban mis-
sile crisis.

Poll findings, prematurely released by
the U.S. Information Agency in March
of 1963, showed that millions of people
in Western Europe respected the reso-
lute but limited use of American power
in the face of aggressive provocation.
Our finest friends and allies believed
that we had effectively reduced the
chances of war, and possibly opened up
new avenues toward world peace.

Today, such is not the case. Bogged
down in a war in Vietnam that we can-
not seem to win, and cannot afford to
lose, the United States is forfeiting the
initiative of global leadership. Caught
in a veb of conflicting official statements
and erroneous forecasts, the administra-
tion has sown the seeds of doubt
amongst our allies, and miscalculation
amongst our enemies, and confusion
here at home.

Not only have ambivalence and politi-
cal posturing in foreign policy cost the
administration the credibility of many
Americans, it is all too clear they threat-
en to alienate many of our strongest sup-
porters around the world. When in one
breath, the administration announces
to the United Nations a bold new offer
for peace in Vietnam, and in the other
discloses a massive buildup of warmak-
ing materiel, it is understandable if many
should question our actual aims.

Here, Mr. President, of course, I refer
to the speech made by Ambassador Gold-
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berg, which certainly reasserted in clear
language our peaceful intent in the
southeast Asian dilemma.

But, Mr. President, our timing is so
bad: That same day the Secretary of
Defense held a conference to announce
that we were tripling our aireraft pro-
duction for purposes of war in Vietnam.

I do not criticize our getting all the
aircraft that we need in Vietnam. But
why should this announcement have
been made on the same day that Ambas-
sador Goldberg made his speech? It
smears the credibility of the U.S. Gov-
ernment all over the world.

The success or failure of American
foreign policy does not depend alone
upon the imagination and diligence of
its architects, and the assurance by the
administration that our objectives are
sound. Its success or failure is also de-
termined by the degree of respect engen-
dered in friend and foe alike. And let
no one confuse popularity for respect.
Popularity never won a war, nor can it
ever secure the peace.

Mr. President, the prestige issue has
been up for debate from time to time.
Let us remember that prestige is based
upon respect, and not upon popularity.

Sources intimately familiar with Gov-
ernment public opinion polls tell me that
disturbing evidence exists that respect
for U.S. foreign policy has tumbled in
the last 2 years. Particularly dangerous
is the fact that the worst slippage ap-
pears among the nations of Western Eu-
rope, considered by many Americans as
our most reliable allies in time of crisis.

In the USIA's second world survey,
dated May 1964 and declassified this year
in accordance with the Moss agreement,
approximately 53 percent of those polled
in Great Britain, Italy, West Germany,
and France had a “favorable” opinion
of U.S. foreign policy. Af that time, less
than 13 percent viewed American inter-
national actions as “unfavorable,” and a
substantial number, 35 percent, expressed
no opinion.

Mr. President, I comment on the so-
called Moss agreement. The distin-
guished Representative from the State
of California, Mr. Moss, the head of
the Subcommittee on Government Op-
erations, has been interested in the dis-
closure of all Government business that
can be disclosed.

I personally think that, had the elec-
tion in 1960 gone the other way, the Moss
agreement might have been more dif-
ficult to obtain. At any rate, it was
obtained. It says that a document
classified confidential in this policy area
shall be published after 2 years, and a
document classified for official use only
shall be published after 1 year.

Today, according to absolutely reliable
sources, while the “favorable” reply has
lost little ground, the formerly uncom-
mitted public has moved as a bloc in op-
position to our Government’s policies.
Polling figures taken early this year
show that the “unfavorable” reaction
has more than doubled since the second
world survey, and I have no doubt that,
should the administration release the
very latest figures now available to USIA,
the “unfavorable” element would show



October 11, 1966

an alarming increase in the past few
months alone.

The 1964 USIA report admitted “some
trailing off from 1963"” in the number of
Europeans who support U.S. policy. My
informants now tell me that the trend
toward open hostility had become so ap-
parent during 1965 that plans for a
fourth world survey, to be completed this
yvear and declassified in the 1968 elec-
tion year, were promptly canceled.

The fact is that preoccupation with the
war in Vietnam is rapidly causing one
of the basic underpinnings of American
foreign policy—our NATO alliance—to
disintegrate. Complete disruption of our
European relationships, and the trend
is in that direction, would be a disastrous
blow to American foreign policy objec-
tives, hopes for peace with progress.

‘While the world surveys have been dis-
continued, albeit for political reasons, the
USIA continues to compile piecemeal
figures on the public acceptance of
American foreign policy abroad. While
the American public is kept in the
dark about tax-supported public opinion
polls, former USIA Director Carl Rowan
writes that United States and British
officials recently met to discuss a poll
showing that most Britons believe the
Soviet Union is now leading in the space
race,

From my own experience as an Assist-
ant Secretary of State, I strongly believe
in the necessity to keep abreast of foreign
opinion in order to evaluate present and
to formulate future overseas policies and
programs. I was disturbed to learn of
the discontinuance of the world surveys,
because I believe the first three surveys
provided much valuable information for
the effective conduct of our role as free
world leader,

I say again that prestige should be
based on respect and not necessarily on
popularity. I do not care whether a
poll shows that we are popular or un-
popular, But let us see that what we
are doing is receiving respect in the
world.

But I also believe that one of the
firmest foundations of American for-
eign policy ought to be unified support
from the American people. I believe
that the administration does itself and
our national objectives disservice by
leaking information when it is good,
and suppressing it when it is bad. I
think, for example, that the adminis-
tration would realize substantially more
understanding of its involvement in
Vietnam if it dealt with the effects of
this involvement wupon our allies in
Europe with candor and frankness.

The continued suppression of official
Government polling information raises
far more questions than would their
disclosure. For instance, I am sure that
millions of Americans saw a news item
in early June reporting that a public
opinion poll in Saigon showed that the
great majority of Vietnamese now con-
sider the conflict in their country to be
“an American war.” I understand that
the Japanese hold similar views and
that this is largely responsible for the
omission of Japan from the President’s
forthcoming trip to the Far East.
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The present USIA Director, Leonard
Marks, has stated that foreign public
opinion surveys are “of little value.” I
strongly agree. Incidentally, he made
this statement before the appropriate
subcommittee of the House Appropria-
tions Committee. I am convinced that
the current disarray in the President’'s
consensus could be mended if the ad-
ministration would release to the public
the results of the third world survey.

Mr, President, the American people
have the right, and the need, to know
the full facts about the success and fail-
ure of our foreign policy efforts. Only if
they are given the complete story can
they be expected to give their complete
support. Only with conviction can we
have consensus.

THIRTY-DAY LEAVE FOR MEMBER
OF UNIFORMED SERVICE WHO
VOLUNTARILY EXTENDS HIS
TOUR OF DUTY IN A HOSTILE
FIRE AREA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 15748) to amend fitle
10, United States Code, to authorize a
special 30-day period of leave for a mem-
ber of a uniformed service who volun-
tarily extends his four of duty in a hos-
tile fire area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
although it may appear to be unpopular
to oppose any legislative proposal that
supposedly benefits members of the
armed services in Vietnam, I, neverthe-
less, strongly object to the passage of the
pending bill, which would authorize a
special 30-day leave period for a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces who voluntarily
extends his tour of duty in Vietnam.

The report from the Armed Services
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives which accompanied the pending
bill states under the caption “Fiscal
Data"”:

The number of individuals who might vol-
unteer for extended tours in the program
is speculative, but it is not expected to con-
stitute more than a small percentage of the
numbers whose normal tours are expiring.

In my opinion, the persons who are
most likely to take advantage of the offer
contained in the pending bill of 30-day
leave and the purchase of round-trip
transportation to the United States, or to
another place of the individual’s choice,
are those who have relatively safe and
relatively pleasant duty in Vietnam.

Even in a combat zone, we all know
that not all jobs are hazardous. I con-
tend that the great majority of service-
men who will take advantage of the
pending bill will be those enlisted men
and officers who are presently working
in air-conditioned offices and headquar-
ters in Saigon, in post exchanges, in offi-
cers’ clubs and noncommissioned officers’
clubs, or engaged in other noncombat ac-
tivities at Saigon, where more than 30,-
000 of our GI's are presently housed, in
Camranh Bay, and in other places com-
paratively safe from the firepower of the

enemy.
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I doubt very much that many of our
fighting men, who are pursuing the Viet-
cong on the ground—in the dense jun-
gles, the steaming rice paddies, and in
the mountains of Vietnam—will be lured
into extending their service in Vietnam
by the carrot of a 30-day extra furlough
with their transportation back home. or
to any other place they choose, to be
paid for by the Government.

Those fighting men who volunteered
to risk their lives with an extra tour of
duty in Vietnam did so out of a sense
of moral duty or conscience or patriot-
ism, not for material benefits. Those
who will so volunteer in the future will
do so for the same reasons.

‘While many servicemen would benefit
from the proposed bill, in reality this
bill, if enacted, would encourage only a
small portion of the fighting men who
would not have done so otherwise to
volunteer for an additional tour of duty
in Vietnam.

Another objection I have to this bill
could be registered against many sim-
ilar bills that Congress has considered
during the present session. There seems
to be a tendency to fragment the Armed
Forces benefits system. Bill after bill
proposes to extend fringe benefits of one
kind or another to members of the
Armed Forces. The cost of each such
bill is relatively insignificant, but cumu-
latively the cost is very great. At the
same time, the benefits extended are
quickly taken for granted and dis-
counted in the reckoning of the benefits
of a military career, I am inclined to
believe that this kind of fragmentation
of fringe benefits is a poor substitute for
a really substantial increase in basic pay,
and that the fringe bills really militate
against an objective consideration of
what military pay should be.

In my considered judgment, this bill
should be defeated.

The Committee on Armed Services
improved the bill that came over from
the House by inserting a provision fixing
a termination date of this bill, if en-
acted, of June 30, 1968. That this was
done in the Senate committee is evi-
dence that there was considerable doubt
as to the merit of the bill. A shutoff
date of June 30, 1968, was provided, so
that whatever harm is done by the en-
actment of this bill will be stopped at
that time. I predict that if we are
unfortunate enough to still be in combat
in Vietnam at that time, the provisions
of the bill then will be extended, and will
constitute a precedent that may recur
to plague us in other areas at other
times. There is no precedent in the law
pertaining to the armed services for the
enactment of this bill.

We know that the French, in their dis-
astrous experience in Indochina—which
consisted of Vietnam, which we now call
North and South Vietnam, Laos, and
Cambodia—relied only on their regular
troops and on their mercenaries.

Persons drafted into the French army
were not sent to Vietnam against their
will. However, this bill, if enacted, seems
to me a step in the direction of encour-
aging a mercenary sort of approach to
our military manpower requirements in
Vietnam.
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The passage of this bill will not provide
any material benefit in our involvement
in the miserable civil war in Vietnam,
and I urge the Senate to reject this bill
in its present form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I intend to proceed further, and to refer
to the hearing on this bill in the Senate
Armed Services Committee. The hear-
ing was very inadequate. It consisted of
only one witness—Gen. William Berg,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Military Personnel Policy, who stated
that under present statutes, the Depart-
ment of Defense has no authority to pro-
vide the transportation home for service-
men in Vietnam who wish to extend their
tours there and both leave and fravel
time would be chargeable to leave earned
by the usual formula.

Hence, he said, there are some individ-
uals who are in Vietnam who must be re-
turned earlier than the completion of
their 1-year tours of duty because of
the expiration of their service contracts.
In these cases, he said, reenlistment or
extension of enlistment while in Viet-
nam would be a significant contribution
to the operation. It would provide con-
tinuity in certain assignments. He spoke
of personal dedication to the mission if
the period of service could be broken into
segments. He also stated that it is not
possible to estimate the numbers of men
who would qualify for this leave, and
that this special leave would be an in-
centive only to those men who desired
to continue in the duty, because leave to
return always occurs at the end of their
tour.

Another bad feature of this bill, Mr.
President, is that the bill requires that
the Secretary of Defense prescribe the
regulations for the administration of
the benefit authorized by the bill. Gen-
eral Berg said that these regulations
are now in preparation. It was not pos-
sible for us to have the benefit of any of
those regulations, nor is it possible to
furnish the Senate with any details as
to them. All we know is that General
Berg expressed the hope that there would
be a minimum of administrative detail.

Chairman Russerr, who is the most
knowledgeable man in the Senate with
~espect to military affairs, then said this:

I have certain misgivings about this type
of legislation. Those hostile fire areas in-
clude all the men serving on all the ships at
sea in that area, do they not?

General Bero. It includes the Navy people
who are actually assigned to Vietnam, and
that does include the smaller ships, sir, but
it does not include the people in the Seventh
Fleet.

Then the chairman asked:

How about a carrier that is operating off-
ghore?

General Berc, It would not include them,
sir. They are not over there under any
standard tour.

Chalrman RusserL. You mean a man fiy-
ing an airplane off a carrier is not considered
in hostile fire?

General BeErG. Yes, gir, he is in hostile fire
area; he draws hostile fire pay. He also gets
the income tax exclusion, but he is attached
to the ship, and he may be in there a period
of three or four months and then go off to
one of the areas in the local area and then
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come back in again, but he is not there for
a prescribed one-year tour.

Chairman RusseLL. S0, he would not bene-
fit from this bill.

General Berc. That is correct.

Chairman RusseLL. But a man serving on
the ground, in the ground forces of the Air
Force up in Thailand would be included.

General Berc. Not in Thalland, because
that is not a hostile fire area, sir.

Yet, we all know that practically every
bombing mission in which we hit North
Vietnam, day after day, comes from our
bases in Thailand.

Chairman RusseLL continued:

How about the people flying out of
Thailand?

General Berc, It does not cover them, sir.

Chairman RusseLr, Well, it is a mighty
bad bill. It is worse than I thought. You
mean, a man flylng a plane to attack the
North Vietnamese and Viet Cong out of Thal-
land is not considered covered by the hos-
tile—Well, I will not press you on that.
I am reminded that it Is supposed to be
classified information, although the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense testified about it
in open hearings before the Foreign Relations
Committee a few days ago.

General BErG. Those people do receive hos-
tile fire pay.

Then, the following question was asked
by Chairman RussegLL, and this perhaps
goes to the heart of the real reason for
the bill:

Well, how about a man that is working
in an office in Salgon?

General BerG. Any person who is sta-
tioned in Vietnam or in the waters within
a twelve-mile limit, I think it is, where the
tour is precisely one year, would be covered
by this bill.

Chairman RusserL, Unfortunately, a large
percentage * * * (of them) are not en-
gaged in combat at any time, and they will
benefit by this just as much as the man who
stays up there in the rice paddy, getting shot
at all day.

Mr. President, very likely the motiva-
tion behind the bill is to encourage offi-
cers and enlisted men in our air-con-
ditioned offices in Saigon and in other
relatively safe areas—men who are not
in constant danger, not in combat, not
flying helicopters, and not really engaged
in combat—to take advantage of the
bill. They will benefit, and this will
pbenefit our generals over there in head-
quarters because then they will have a
continuity of clerks and other personnel
who would get this extra bonus.

In the Armed Services Committee
hearing, Senator SALTONSTALL questioned
General Berg regarding the eligibility of
helicopter pilots for the benefits of the
proposed bill:

How about a helicopter pilot?

General Berc. I am not sure about the
helicopter pilots in the Army, but as a gen-
eral rule there are a number of missions that
are prescribed when a tour ends, particularly
the pllots who are going to bomb in North
Vietnam.

They would not benefit from this bill,
unless they were assigned for a specific
12-month tour of duty.

Senator SanTonsTALL asked further:

I am informed by our experts this is a
new step in our war efforts, Neither in
World War II, nor World War I, nor in Eorea
have we ever had this type of extended leave
as an inducement for further service. Do
you agree with that?

General Berc. That Is correct, Senator,
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Mr. President, there is no precedent
whatever for the proposed legislation.

Chairman RusseLL then spoke again
and said:

There is no doubt in my mind as to what
that section says. The thing that confuses
me is the application of it to, for illustration,
naval pilots who are posted in the area for
four months and then go out and then come
back after two months and stay for four
more months. They break their 12-month
continuity. Some of them have not had
leave for a long time, 13 or 14 months, back
home. But they would not be entitled to
this extra month of leave, because the ship
was not stationed there for as long as 12
months at one time, if I understand General
Berg.

General Berc. That is right, sir.

Chairman RusseLr. Well, that is a very
serious defect in the bill.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
when this bill has this serious defect—
to name only one—and that is apparent
to Chairman Russern of the Committee
on Armed Services, and in view of the
fact that Congress will adjourn shortly,
that we should defeat this bill, or post-
pone it for further study and bring it up
next year.

The question was then asked by Sen-
ator STENNIS:

But I want to ask you, sir: This applies,
as I understand it, to all enlisted men, such
as enlisted men who are doing manual labor,
you might say, at Cam Ranh Bay?

General BErg. Yes, sir.

Senator Youwe. Far from the fighting
front, really.

General Berc. Yes, sir.

Then, I asked:

But someone who is working in an office in
Salgon, in an air-conditioned office, would be
included.

General BErG. Yes, sir.

Senator Youwe. And also out of Guam we
are dally sending very devastating ralds over
those parts of Vietnam, and those airmen
gﬂ.?. pilots would not be included under this

General Bere. That is correct, Senator.
The tour in Guam, as a matter of informa-
tion, is not a 12-month tour. There are de-
pendents stationed in Guam, and the tour
there is a 24-month tour.

Senator Youwe, But in Thalland, it 1s a
12-month tour.

General Berc. That is correct, sir,

Senator YoUnG. And there are many en-
listed men there at the present time.

General Berg. Yes, sir, that is right.

Then, near the end of our short hear-
ing Chairman RuUssSELL asked:

Chairman RussgLL. There have been some
exceptional cases where men have voluntarily
extended their tour of duty in Vietnam past
the 12 months, have there not?

General BerG. And those people are people
in the grade of Colonel and above, sir.

Chairman Russern. You would nof permit
it for a noncommissioned officer?

General Berc. No, sir.

Mr. President, I have been a private
in the Armed Forces of our country, and
I have been an officer during the 37
months I was on duty in World War II.
I am telling you, Mr. President, and you
know it from your own experience, it is a
great deal easier to be an officer than a
private in time of war.

Chairman RusseLL ascertained that
when men volunteered to extend their
tours of duty in Vietnam voluntarily in
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the past 12 months, it was permitted only
for those people with the rank of colonel
and above. When he asked if it would be
permitted of noncommissioned officers
the answer was “No.” They must just
come back to the United States and then
volunteer to go over a second time.

Mr. President, I have presented some
of my objections to the bill. For these
reasons I think it would be unfortunate
to have this bill passed at this time, and
I urge that it be defeated.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to support the pending legis-
lation. It seems to me it would be help-
ful to our military commanders in Viet-
nam, in the normal four of duty in the
hostile fire area.

The purpose of this legislation would
be to encourage those who have com-
pleted a year in a hostile fire area to re-
enlist for 6 months, If those who desire
voluntary reenlistment are encouraged
to take that action, they would be
granted an additional 30 days’ leave.

Many of those positions are technical
positions. It takes quite a while to train
officers and men to do the job. A year
goes by rather rapidly and replacements
must be found.

This legislation was asked for and en-
couraged by General Westmoreland as a
means of trying to keep men there on a
voluntary basis, men who have had val-
uable training and who will be great as-
sets to our military endeavor in south-
east Asia.

Mr. President, it seems to me that this
bill is a fair and appropriate proposal. I
hope that the Senate will enact it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
Dominick in the chair). The bill is open
to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment of the amendment and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, there
are a few statements which have been
made in this debate which I believe
should be answered.

The question was raised concerning
the additional cost to the Government.
Let me point out that there is no addi-
tional cost to the Government involved.
It would be an incentive and a saving to
the Government by keeping a man who
is trained in a particular position, after
he has had his 30-day leave and
returns.

I point out that when a man comes to
the end of his tour of duty, the Govern-
ment must transport him at Government
expense back to the United States and
then transport his replacement out to
Vietnam at Government expense, so it is
more or less an even trade, assuming the
man desires to return to the United
States for his 30-day leave, which is pro-
vided in the bill.

The statement has also been made that
there was only one witness who testified
in support of the bill. That is true.
General Berg testified in behalf of the
Department of Defense, representing the
entire Defense agency.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The statement was made, “Yes, but it
is not needed.” The bill was requested
by our commander in the field, General
Westmoreland. He is the man to whom
the President and the Department of
Defense have entrusted the entire con-
duct of the Vietnam operation. General
Westmoreland has requested that this
legislation be enacted, so that it would
help him do his job better. I read from
the testimony of General Berg, as
follows:

General Westmoreland has repeatedly sald
that he would like to be able to take some
small number of people who are dedicated
to their mission and whom he needed and be
able to say to them, “If you will extend, we
will authorize you to go home on leave and
pay your transportation and when you come
back we will have an additional period of
time here.”

That, exactly, is the essence of the
entire bill.

Certainly it will be an incentive to get
those people back whom the military
commander desires to have in the field,
those men who have demonstrated their
capabilities, and give them some addi-
tional incentive to return and assist in
this very difficult job to be done in
Vietnam.

The statement was also made that the
distinguished chairman of our commit-
tee, the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL], had grave misgivings about the
bill. That was the statement of the
Senator from Georgia. But let me point
out that, apparently, those misgivings
have been satisfied. The distinguished
chairman is now in the Chamber and
he can speak for himself; for, in the end,
he voted for the bill when it came ouf of
committee. There was only one dis-
senting vote and that was the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youncl, who has al-
ready spoken against the bill on the
the floor of the Senate.

- The question was raised, to whom
would the bill apply.

Mr. President, it would apply both to
officers and to enlisted men, provided
they are serving in South Vietnam and
serving there under the l-year tour of
duty.

The question was raised that it would
not apply to pilots off aircraft carriers
or to helicopter pilots. That is true.
Pilots are assigned on a mission basis.
The aircraft carrier is also on a mission
basis and does not stay in Vietnam
waters for a period of 1 year; it is rotated
for a shorter period. So that there is no
point telling the pilot on an aircraft
carrier, “If you sign up for an additional
period and are willing to come back, we
are going to give you this incentive,” be-
cause he is on the carrier and probably
long since gone before the year’s opera-
tion has been completed.

Helicopter pilots are under a similar
situation. They are not there under a
year'’s tour. Generally, they are all un-
der a mission tour. If they were there
for a year or two, the bill would apply
to them.

It would not apply to Thailand, as has
been stated; it relates specifically to
Vietnam., People on the ground in Thai-
land are not subject to the same rigors

26025

or the same hazards as those who are
in Vietnam.

Thus, Mr. President, I submit that this
is purely and simply an incentive bill,
one which has been requested by General
Westmoreland, our highest commander
in that field of operation, a bill which he
thinks will permit him to do his job
better.

I therefore urge the Senate to enact
this bill into law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. INOUYE. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Bass]l, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTLAND], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueNinG], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HavpEN], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LauscrE], the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. McIntyrel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF],
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Rawporpa], and the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. RusseLL], are necessarily
absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Long], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typings], and the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr., YARBOROUGH], are
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Cuurcu], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTLanD], the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. Lonc], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanpoLrH], and the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typines], would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLorT],
the Senators from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son and Mr. Pearson], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Casel, the Sena-
tor from Kentucky [Mr. Coorerl, the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis],
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. GriF-
Fin]1, the Senators from Iowa [Mr. Hick-
ENLOOPER and Mr. MitLEr], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan], the Senator
from California [Mr. KvcheeL], the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Prouryl, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TrURMOND], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirk-
SEN] is detained on official business,

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
ArrotT], the Senators from Kansas [Mr.
CarLsonN and Mr. Pearson], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Casel, the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. Coorerl, the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIrgSEN], the
Senators from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER
and Mr. MitLER], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Jorpan], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Kucrerl, the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. ProuTy], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. TrURMOND], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Tower]
would each vote “yea.”
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The result was announced—yeas 68,
nays 2, as follows:

[No. 294 Leg.]
YEAS—68
Aiken Hartke Murphy
Bartlett Hill Muskie
Bayh Holland Nelson
Bennett Hruska Neuberger
Bible Inouye Pastore
Boggs Jackson Pell
Brewster Javits Proxmire
Burdick Jordan, N.C. Ribicoff
Byrd, Va Kennedy, Mass. Robertson
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy, N.Y. Russell, Ga.
Cannon Long, Mo. Saltonstall
Clark Magnuson Scott
Cotton Mansfield Simpson
Dodd McCarthy Smathers
Dominick McClellan Smith
Ellender MceGee Sparkman
Ervin McGovern Stennis
Fannin Mondale Symington
Fong Monroney Talmadge
Fulbright Montoya Williams, N.J.
Gore Morton Williams, Del.
Harris Moss Young, N. Dak.
Hart Mundt
NAYS—2
Morse Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—30

Allott Eastland Metcalf
Anderson Grifin Miller

Gruening Pearson
Carlson Hayden Prouty

Hickenlooper Randolph
Church Jordan, Idaho Russell, 8.C.
Cooper Kuchel Thurmond
Curtis Lausche Tower
Dirksen Long, La Tydings
Douglas McIntyre Yarborough

So the bill (H.R. 15748) was passed.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that
Mr. HaLpERN, of New York, and Mr. Har-
vEY of Michigan had been appointed as
conferees at the conference of the two
Houses on the bill (S. 3158) to strengthen
the regulatory and supervisory author-
ity of Federal agencies over insured
banks and insured savings and loan as-
sociations, and for other purposes, vice
Mr. Fivo, of New York, and Mrs. DWYER,
of New Jersey, excused.

The message announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 3809) to authorize the Public
Printer to print for and deliver to the
General Services Administration an ad-
ditional copy of certain publications.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 3035) to
establish a program for the preservation
of additional historic properties through-
out the Nation, and for other purposes,
with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House insisted upon its amendments
to the bill (S. 3112) to amend the Clean
Air Act so as to authorize grants to air
pollution control agencies for mainte-
nance of air pollution control programs
in addition to present authority for
grants to develop, establish, or improve
such programs; make the use of appro-
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priations under the act more flexible by
consolidating the appropriation authori-
zations under the act and deleting the
provision limiting the total of grants for
support of air pollution control programs
to 20 percent of the total appropriation
for any year; extend the duration of the
programs authorized by the act; and for
other purposes, disagreed to by the Sen-
ate; agreed to the conference asked by
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
STAGGERS, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. O'BRIEN, Mr.
Rocers of Florida, Mr. SPRINGER, and Mr.
NELSEN were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (F.R. 1665) to
amend title 28, entitled “Judiciary and
Judicial Procedure,” of the United States
Code to confer jurisdiction upon the
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment in special jurisdictional
cases, and for other purposes, with an
amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
17637) making appropriations for mili-
tary construction for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1967, and for other purposes; agreed
to the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr, Sikes, Mr. McFALL,
Mr. PaTTEN, Mr. LonGc of Maryland, Mr.
MaHON, Mr. CEDERBERG, Mr. Jonas, and
Mr. Bow were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R.14363. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to provide rules re-
lating to the deduction for personal exemp-
tions for children of parents who are divorced
or separated; and

H.R. 16394. An act for the relief of certain
enlisted members of the military services who
lost interest on amounts deposited under
section 1035 of title 10, United States Code,
or prior laws authorizing enlisted members'
deposits. and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:

HR. 14363. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide rules relat-
ing to the deduction for personal exemptions
for children of parents who are divorced or
separated; to the Committee on Finance.

H.R. 16394. An act for the relief of certain
enlisted members of the military services
who lost interest on amounts deposited under
section 1035 of title 10, United State Code,
or prior laws authorizing enlisted members’
deposits, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

PROGRAM FOR PRESERVATION OF
ADDITIONAL HISTORIC PROPER-
TIES
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask

the Chair to lay before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representa-
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tives to S. 3035, to establish a program
for the preservation of additional his-
toric properties throughout the Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
3035) to establish a program for the
preservation of additional historic prop-
erties throughout the Nation, and for
other purposes, which was to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

The Congress finds and declares—

(a) that the spirit and direction of the
Nation are founded upon and reflected in its
historic past;

(b) that the historical and cultural foun-
dations of the Nation should be preserved
as a living part of our community life and
development in order to give a sense of
orientation to the American people;

(c) that, in the face of ever-increasing
extensions of urban centers, highways, and
residential, commercial, and industrial devel-
opments, the present governmental and non-
governmental historic preservation programs
and activities are inadequate to insure future
generations a genuine opportunity to appre-
ciate and enjoy the rich heritage of our Na-
tion; and

(d) that, although the major burdens of
historic preservation have been borne and
major efforts initiated by private agencies
and individuals, and both should continue
to play a vital role, it is nevertheless neces-
sary and appropriate for the Federal Goy-
ernment to accelerate its historic preserva-
tion programs and activities, to give maxi-
mum encouragement to agencies and indi-
viduals undertaking preservation by private
means, and to assist State and local govern-
ments and the National Trust for Historic
Preservation in the United States to expand
and accelerate their historic preservation
programs and activities.

TITLE I

Sec. 101. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
is authorized—

(1) to expand and maintain a national
register of districts, sites, bulldings, struc-
tures, and objects significant in American
history, architecture, archeology, and culture,
hereinafter referred to as the Natlonal
Register, and to grant funds to States for the
purpose of preparing comprehensive state-
wide historic surveys and plans, in accord-
ance with criteria established by the Secre-
tary, for the preservation, acquisition, and
development of such properties;

(2) to establish a program of matching
grants-in-ald to States for projects having as
their purpose the preservation for public
beneflt of properties that are significant in
Amerlecan history, architecture, archeology,
and culture; and

(3) to establish a program of matching
grant-in-aid to the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation in the United States,
chartered by act of Congress approved
October 26, 1949 (63 Stat. 927), as amended,
for the purpose of carrying out the responsi-
bilities of the Natlonal Trust.

(b) As used in this Act—

(1) The term “State’ includes, in addition
to the several States of the Union, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa.

(2) The term ‘project” means programs
of State and local governments and other
public bodies and private organizations and
individuals for the acquisition of title or
interests in, and for the development of, any
district, site, building, structure, or object
that is significant in American history,
architecture, archeology, and culture, or
property used in connection therewith, and
for its development in order to assure the
preservation for public benefit of any such
historical properties.




October 11, 1966

(3) The term “historic preservation” in-
cludes the protection, rehabilitation, restora-
tion, and reconstruction of districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects significant
in American history, architecture, arche-
ology, or culture.

(4) The term "“Secretary” means the Secre-
tary of the Interior.

Sec. 102. (a) No grant may be made under
this Act—

(1) unless application therefor is sub-
mitted to the Secretary in accordance with
regulations and procedures prescribed by
him;

{2) unless the application is in accordance
with the comprehensive statewlde historic
preservation plan which has been approved
by the Secretary after considering its rela-
tionship to the comprehensive statewide out-
door recreation plan prepared pursuant to
the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
of 1965 (78 Stat. 897);

(3) for more than 50 per centum of the
total cost Involved, as determined by the
Secretary and his determination shall be
final;

(4) unless the grantee has agreed to make
such reports, in such form and containing
such information as the Secretary may from
time to time require;

(6) unless the grantee has agreed to as-
sume, after completion of the project, the
total cost of the continued maintenance, re-
pair, and administration of the property in
a manner satisfactory to the Secretary; and

(6) until the grantee has complied with
such further terms and conditions as the
Secretary may deem necessary or advisable.

(b) The Secretary may in his discretion
walve the requirements of subsection (a),
paragraphs (2) and (5) of this section for
any grant under this Act to the National
Trust for Historic Preservation in the United
States, in which case a grant to the National
Trust may include funds for the mainte-
nance, repair, and administration of the
property in a manner satisfactory to the
Secretary.

(c) No State shall be permitted to utilize
the value of real property obtained before
the date of approval of this Act in meeting
the remaining cost of a project for which
a grant is made under this Act.

Sec. 103. (a) The amounts appropriated
and made available for grants to the States
for comprehensive statewide historic surveys
and plans under this Act shall be appor-
tioned among the States by the Secretary
on the basls of needs as determined by him:
Provided, however, That the amount granted
to any one State shall not exceed 50 per cen-
tum of the total cost of the comprehensive
statewlde historic survey and plan for that
State, as determined by the Secretary.

(b) The amounts appropriated and made
available for grants to the States for projects
under this Act for each fiscal year shall be
apportioned among the States by the Sec-
retary In accordance with needs as disclosed
in approved statewide historic preservation
plans.

The Secretary shall notify each State of
its apportionment, and the amounts thereof
shall be available thereafter for payment to
such State for projects in accordance with
the provisions of this Act. Any amount of
any apportionment that has not been pald
or obligated by the Secretary during the
fiscal year in which such notification is given,
and for two fiscal years thereafter, shall be
reapportioned by the Secretary in accordance
with this subsection.

Sec. 104. (a) No grant may be made by
the Becretary for or on account of any sur-
vey or project under this Act with respect
to which financial assistance has been given
or promised under any other Federal program
or activity, and no financial assistance may
be given under any other Federal program
or activity for or on account of any survey
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or project with respect to which assistance
has been given or promised under this Act.

(b) In order to assure consistency in
policles and actions under this Act with
other related Federal p and activi-
ties, and to assure coordination of the plan-
ning acquisition, and development assistance
to States under this Act with other related
Federal programs and activities, the Presi-
dent may issue such regulations with respect
thereto as he deems desirable, and such as-
sistance may be provided only in accordance
with such regulations.

Sec. 105. The beneficiary of assistance un-
der this Act shall keep such records as the
Secretary shall prescribe, including records
which fully disclose the disposition by the
beneficiary of the proceeds of such assist-
ance, the total cost of the project or under-
taking in connection with which such as-
sistance is given or used, and the amount
and nature of that portion of the cost of
the project or undertaking supplied by other
sources, and such other records as will facili-
tate an effective audit.

Sec. 106. The head of any Federal agency
having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a
proposed Federal or federally assisted un-
dertaking in any State and the head of any
Federal department or independent agency
having authority to license any undertaking
shall, prior to the approval of the expendi-
ture of any Federal funds on the undertaking
or prior to the issuance of any license, as
the case may be, take into account the effect
of the undertaking on any district, site,
building, structure, or object that is in-
cluded in the National Register. The head
of any such Federal agency shall afford the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
established under title IT of this Act a rea-
sonable opportunity to comment with regard
to such undertaking,

Sec. 107. Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to be applicable to the White
House and its grounds, the Supreme Court
building and its grounds, or the Unifed
States Capitol and its related bulldings and
grounds.

Sec. 108. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $2,000,000 to carry
out the provisions of this Act for the fiscal
year 1967, and not more than $10,000,000 for
each of the three succeeding fiscal years.
Such appropriations shall be available for
the finanecial assistance authorized by this
title and for the administrative expenses of
the Secretary in connection therewith, and
shall remain available until expended,

TITLE II

Sec. 201. (a) There is established an Ad-
visory Council on Historlie Preservation
(hereinafter referred to as the “Council”)
which shall be composed of seventeen mem-
bers as follows:

(1) The Secretary of the Interior.

(2) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

(3) The Secretary of Commerce.

(4) The Administrator of the General
Services Administration,

(6) The Secretary of the Treasury.

(6) The Attorney General.

(7) The Chairman of the National Trust
for Historic Preservation.

(8) Ten appointed by the President from
outside the Federal Government. In mak-
ing these appointments, the President shall
give due consideration to the selection of
officers of State and local governments and
individuals who are significantly interested
and experienced in the matters to be con-
sidered by the Counecil.

(b) Each member of the Council specified
in paragraph (1) through (6) of subsection
(a) may designate another officer of his
department or agency to serve on the Council
in his stead.

(c) Each member of the Council appointed
under paragraph (8) of subsection (a) shall
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serve for a term of five years from the expira-
tion of his predecessor’s term; except that
the members first appointed under that para-
graph shall serve for terms of from one to
five years, as designated by the President at
the time of appointment, in such manner
as to Insure that the terms of not less than
one nor more than two of them will expire
in any one year.

(d) A vacancy in the Council shall not
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appointment
(and for the balance of the unexpired term).

(e) The Chairman of the Council shall be
designated by the President.

(f) Eight members of the Council shall
constitute a quorum.

Sec. 202. (a) The Council shall—

(1) advise the President and the Congress
on matters relating to historic preservation;
recommend measures to coordinate activities
of Federal, State, and local agencies and
private institutions and individuals relating
to historic preservation; and advise on the
dissemination of Information pertaining to
such activities;

(2) encourage, in cooperation with the
National Trust for Historic Preservation and
appropriate private agencies, public interest
and participation in historic preservation;

(3) recommend the conduct of studies in
such areas as the adequacy of legislative
and administrative statutes and regulations
pertaining to historic preservation activities
of State and local governments and the ef-
fects of tax policies at all levels of govern-
ment on historic preservation;

(4) advise as to guidelines for the assist-
ance of State and local governments in
drafting legislation relating to historic pres-
ervation; and

(5) encourage, in cooperation with appro-
priate public and private agencles and in-
stitutions, training and education in the field
of historic preservation,

(b) The Council shall submit annually a
comprehensive report of its activities and
the results of its studies to the President
and the Congress and shall from time to time
submit such additional and special reports as
it deems advisable. Each report shall pro-
pose such legislative enactments and other
actions as, in the judgment of the Council,
are necessary and appropriate to carry out its
recommendations.

Sec. 203. The Council is authorized to
secure directly from any department, bureau,
agency, board, commission, office, independ-
ent establishment or instrumentality of the
executive branch of the Federal Government
information, suggestions, estimates, and
statistics for the purpose of this title; and
each such department, bureau, agency, board,
commission, offices, independent establish-
ment or msmxmenta.uty is authorized to fur-
nish such information, suggestions, esti-
mates, and statistics to the extent permitted
by law and within available funds.

Sec. 204, The members of the Council
specified in paragraphs (1) through (7) of
section 201(a) shall serve without additional
compensation. The members of the Coun-
cil appointed under paragraph (8) of section
201(a) shall receive $100 per diem when en-
gaged In the performance of the duties of
the Council. All members of the Counecil
shall receive reimbursement for necessary
traveling and subsistence expenses incurred
by them in the performance of the dutlies of
the Counecil.

Sec. 205, (a) The Director of the National
Park Service or his designee shall be the
Executive Director of the Council. Financial
and administrative services (including those
related to budgeting, accounting, financial
reporting, personnel and procurement) shall
be provided the Council by the Department
of the Interior, for which payments shall be
made In advance, or by reimbursement, from
funds of the Council in such amounts as may
be agreed upon by the Chairman of the
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Councll and the Secretary of the Interior:
Provided, That the regulations of the Depart-
ment of the Interior for the collection of
indebtedness of personnel resulting from
erroneous payments (5 U.S.C. 46e) shall apply
to the collection of erroneous payments made
to or on behalf of a Council employee, and
regulations of said Secretary for the admin-
istrative control of funds (381 U.S.C. 665
(g)) shall apply to appropriations of the
Couneil: And d further, That the
Council shall not be required to prescribe
such regulations.

(b) The Council shall have power to ap-
point and fix the compensation of such ad-
ditional personnel as may be necessary to
carry out its duties, without regard to the
provisions of the civil service laws and the
Classification Act of 1949,

(¢) The Council may also procure, without
regard to the clvil service laws and the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, temporary and inter-
mittent services to the same extent as is
authorized for the executive departments by
section 15 of the Administrative Expenses
Act of 1946 (5 U.8.C. 55a), but at rates not
to exceed $50 per diem for individuals.

(d) The members of the Council specified
in paragraphs (1) through (6) of section
201(a) shall provide the Council, on a re-
imbursable basis, with such facilities and
services under their jurisdiction and control
as may be needed by the Council to carry
out it duties, to the extent that such fa-
cllities and services are requested by the
Council and are otherwise avallable for that
purpose. To the extent of available appro-
priations, the Council may obtain, by pur-
chase, rental, donation, or otherwise, such
additional property, facilities, and services as
may be needed to carry out its duties.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, I move
that the Senate concur in the House
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF THE TARIFF
SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED
STATES RELATING TO WATCHES
AND CLOCKS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
turn to the consideration of Calendar No.
1647, H.R. 8436.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecisLATIVE CLERx. A bill (H.R.
8436) to amend the Tariff Schedules of
the United States with respect to the du-
tiable status of watches, clocks, and tim-
ing apparatus from insular possessions of
the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance with an amendment.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the rule of
germaneness be waived for the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PeLr], and the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, HARRIS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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NATIONAL MUSEUM OF THE SMITH-
SONIAN INSTITUTION—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendment of the House to the
bill (S. 1310) relating to the National
Museum of the Smithsonian Institution.
I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report see House pro-
ceedings of October 5, 1966, p. 25304,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move the
adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF
SENATE BILL 1310

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in connec-
tion with S. 1310, I should like to sub-
mit a concurrent resolution which would
merely authorize the Secretary of the
Senate to make a pro forma correction
in the text. It would simply change the
date of the act from 1965 to 1966.

I ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con-
current resolution will be stated by the
clerk.

The legislative clerk read the con-
current resolution (S. Con. Res, 112), as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That in the en-
rollment of the bill (S. 1310) relating to the
National Museum of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution, the Secretary of the Senate is author-
ized and directed to make section 1 read:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘National
Museum Act of 1966"."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the con-
current resolution was considered and
agreed to.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR THE
SOCIAL SCIENCES

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, for my-
self and Senators BAYH, BREWSTER,
CrLARK, GRUENING, INOUYE, KENNEDY of
New York, Kennepy of Massachusetts,
KUucHEL, MANSFIELD, McCARTHY, MCcGEE,
McGoveERN, MONDALE, MONRONEY, MUS-
KIE, NELSON, PASTORE, RIBICOFF, TYDINGS,
and YareoroucH, I send to the desk a
bill to provide for the establishment of
a National Foundation for the Social
Sciences.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
first be referred to the Senate Com-
mittee on Government Operations and
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then to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur-
pick in the chair). Is there objection
to the request of the Senator from Okla-
homa? The Chair hears none, and if
is so ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, last
year, accompanied by the distinguished
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bayul, I
made an extensive trip to four Latin
American counfries—Chile, Peru, Argen-
tina, and Brazil. As a result of that trip,
I became convinced that, among other
things, there is a great need to “civilian-
ize” the image of the United States in
Latin America.

My trip to Latin America was in the
wake of the so-called Camelot project,
under which the U.S. Army financed a
comprehensive study of Chilean social
and socioeconomic factors of change
and revolution in that country. As is
well known now, Camelot was planned
without the knowledge or approval of
our U.S. Ambassador in Chile or the
host country. It caused considerable
bad publicity for the United States and
was damaging to our image throughout
Latin America.

Last February, speaking on the floor
of the Senate, I called attention to a
similar project, also financed by the U.S.
Army, Project Simpatico in Colombia.
As I pointed out then, after Camelot the
President of the United States had insti-
tuted procedures in the State Depart-
ment to assure that any such research
project would not be carried forward ex-
cept with the knowledge and consent of
our country team and the local officials in
the host country. These procedures had
been followed in Project Simpatico. But,
the resulting publicity in Colombia and
Latin America from Project Simpatico
once again emphasized the need to
civilianize such social and behavioral
science research in foreign countries.

In that speech on the floor of the Sen-
ate last February, I, therefore, stated:

I feel there {5 no reason why the bulk of
such expenditures should be from the Depart-
ment of Defense budget. Such foreign re-
search expenditures—by direct appropria-
tion or by transfer of funds—must be placed
under institutionalized civilian control.

Since the time of that speech the Sub-
committee on Government Research,
which I chair, has held extensive hear-
ings on the subject of U.S.-financed social
and behavioral seience research in foreign
countries and on the broader subject of
present and needed Federal support of
research and scholarship in the social and
behavioral sciences, generally. The hill
I introduce is a result of the findings in
those hearings.

We need an additional civilian agency
for Federal support of research in the
social and behavioral sciences, both here
and abroad.

We have made great breakthroughs
of knowledge in the natural sciences, but
our understanding of man, himself, has
not increased proportionately.

Man can accomplish so many things
these days—not excluding world devas-
tation—by merely pushing a button; we
understand the button and the machine
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very well, but we are woefully weak in
the understanding of the button pusher.

As a Member of the Senate, Vice Presi-
dent Husertr HUMPHREY, then the senior
Senator from Minnesota, in a speech on
the floor of the Senate on February 19,
1962, called for greater support for social
science research and what he called a
Magna Carta for the social sciences.
He pointed out at that time, as he has
on several other occasions since, our great
national need for more social science re-
search, more insights and knowledge
about our society. Our hearings have up-
dated and confirmed this need, identified
by him.

The bill which I introduce today would
provide an extra source of funding for
social science research and would give
recognition to our continuing and grow-
ing need for knowledge and ideas, not
only about our own society, but of others
as well.

The bill would create a National Foun-
dation for the Social Sciences, similar to
the National Science Foundation, to en-
courage and support research in the so-
cial and behavioral sciences. The pro-
posed Foundation would be separate
from the operating agencies and depart-
ments of the Federal Government which
now support policy studies relevant to
their missions.

The Foundations would do no in-
house research but would, in keeping
with the precedent set by the National
Science Foundation and the National
Foundation for the Arts and Humani-
ties, underwrite, fund and support aca-
demic research in the fields of political
science, economics, psychology, sociology,
anthropology, history, law, social statis-
ties, demography, geography, linguistics,
international relations, and other social
sciences.

The Foundation would be comprised of
a Board of Trustees consisting of 25
prominent citizens from the social sci-
ence community, both academic and
practicing. There would, as well, be a
Director and a Deputy Director, ap-
pointed by the President with the advice
and consent of the Senate, in addition to
such staff as the Foundation needs to
administer such funds as may be appro-
priated for these purposes.

The Foundation would: develop a na-
tional policy for research and scholar-
ship in the social sciences; support re-
search and programs to strengthen re-
search in the social sciences in the
United States, as well as in foreign coun-
tries; appropriately assist social scien-
tists where such assistance would lead to
strengthening colleges, universities, non-
profit research organizations, and foun-
dations: encourage development of so-
cial science capabilities and manpower
in all parts of the country.

Further, an important aspect of the
proposed Foundation would be its avail-
‘ability as a contracting agency for the
operating departments of the Federal
Government to use to secure unclassified
‘scholarly research in the social and be-
havioral science fields, here and in for-
eign countries.

The bill carries an authorization of
$20 million, an arbitrary figure, chosen
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as a figure to be discussed in hearings,
which are planned for next year.

In his speech September 29, 1966, on
the occasion of the 50th anniversary of
the Brookings Institution, speaking of
the ideas fostered by the academic and
research community in this country,
President Johnson stated:

Without the tide of new proposals that
periodically sweeps into this city, the climate
of our government would be arid, indeed.

I agree.

Therefore, Mr. President, so that we
may increase our understanding of man,
his behavior, his institutions, and his re-
lationships with other men, I introduce
this bill to establish a National Founda-
tion for the Social Sciences which will
provide funds for study and research in
the social and behavioral sciences, both
here and abroad, on its own authority
and as a civilian subcontractor for mis-
sion-oriented U.S. agencies.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I compli-
ment the Senator from Oklahoma on the
initiative which he has exhibited in this
field; and I am happy to have the oppor-
tunity to join him in this venture, to
establish this study in the area of the
social sciences.

I was fortunate enough to have the
opportunity to accompany the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma on the
visit to the four Latin American coun-
tries which he mentioned, and wish to
attest to the validity of the judgment and
the analysis which he has made of the
impact of some of the unfortunate prac-
tices which have heretofore been a part
of our policy in those countries. I share
his concern to see that we do not repeat
such mistakes.

With the emphasis we have placed on
science, and through the efforts of the
various technical schools, we have made
vast progress in the areas of the physical
and natural sciences. We have, indeed,
reached the place where we can foretell
the landing of a man on the moon and
predict the ultimate conquest of outer
space. From a mechanical standpoint,
we have made great progress in our
ability to look into the depths of a man’s
heart, even to the point where I suppose
it is no longer ridiculous to look forward
to the time when the automation of the
heart will greatly lengthen the span of
human life. The area in which we have
not made the type of progress we must
make is into a man’s mind, to determine
what makes him do some of the things
he does and why we cannot live together
on this earth in more harmony than
we have in the past.

I think that the bill that the Senator
from Oklahoma is introdueing will make
a great contribution to the governmental
process in our country when it is finally
enacted into law.

I commend him for the effort he is
making in this area.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the distinguished Senator
from Indiana for his cosponsorship of
this bill, for his remarks today, and for
his judgment.
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I was very proud to accompany him
on a tour last year to Latin America.

The Senator from Indiana projects an
excellent image of this country wherever
he goes. His judgment will be very valu-
able as we consider the bill next year in
committee.

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut.

Mr, RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma for introducing the bill.

I know of the hard work, the great pa-
tience, and leadership shown by the dis-
tinguished Senator in the hearings held
to appraise the need for this proposal for
our country.

I am very proud to join him as a co-
Sponsor.

Because of his leadership, future gen-
erations will be indebted to the Senator
from Oklahoma for what he has done
today.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am
greatly honored by the cosponsorship of
the distinguished Senator from Connecti-
cut, and for his very generous statement
made on the floor today.

Nobody understands the needs in the
social science field of this country better
than does the Senator from Connecticut,
who served as a great member of the
Cabinet, as Secretary of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

I appreciate what the Senator has had
to say and for his support of the bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and referred, as requested
earlier by the Senator from Oklahoma.

The bill (S. 3896) to provide for the
establishment of the National Founda-
tion for the Social Sciences in order to
promote research and scholarship in
such sciences, introduced by Mr. HARRIS
(for himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Youne of Ohio in the chair). Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF THE TARIFF
SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED
STATES
The Senate resumed consideration of

the bill (H.R. 8436) to amend the tariff

schedules of the United States with re-
spect to the dutiable status of watches,
clocks, and timing apparatus from in-
sular possessions of the United States,

which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Finance, with an amendment,
to strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That (a) paragraph (a) of general head-
note 3 of the Tariff Schedules of the United
States (19 U.S.C. § 1202) is amended—
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(1) by striking out “Articles” in sub-
paragraph (i) and inserting in lleu thereof
“Except as provided in headnote 6 of sched-
ule 7, part 2, subpart E, articles”; and

(2) by striking out “except that all ar-
ticles” in subparagraph (i) and inserting in
lieu thereof “except that all such articles".

(b) The headnotes of schedule 7, part 2,
subpart E of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States are amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new headnote:

“g, Products of Insular Possessions.—(a)
Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this
headnote, any article provided for in this
subpart which is the product of an insular
possession of the United States outside the
customs territory of the United States and
which contains any foreign component shall
be subject to duty—

“(1) at the rates set forth in column num-
bered 1, if the countries of origin of more
than 50 percent in value of the foreign com-
ponents are countrles to products of which
column numbered 1 rates apply, and

“(i1) at the rates set forth in column
numbered 2, if the countries of origin of 50
per centum or more in value of the foreign
components are countries to products of
which column numbered 2 rates apply.

“(b) If the requirements for free entry
set forth in general headnote 3(a) are com-
plled with, watches (provided for in item
715.05) and watch movements (provided for
in items 716.08 through T719) which are
the product of the Virgin Islands, Guam, or
Amerlean Samoa and which contain any for-
eign component may be admitted free of
duty, but the total quantity of such articles
entered free of duty during each calendar
year shall not exceed a number equal to 1§
of the apparent United States consumption
of watch movements during the preceding
calendar year (as determined by the Tariff
Commission), of which total quantity—

“{1) not to exceed 87.5 per centum shall be
the product of the Virgin Islands,

“(11) not to exceed 8.33 per centum shall be
the product of Guam, and

*(ill) not to exceed 4.17 per centum shall
be the product of American S8amoa.

*“(c) On or before April 1 of each calendar
year (beginning with 1967), the Tariff Com-
mission shall determine the apparent United
States consumption of watch movements
during the preceding calendar year, shall re-
port such determination to the Secretary of
the Treasury, the Secretary of the Interlor,
and the Secretary of Commerce, and shall
publish such determination in the Federal
Register, together with the number of
watches and watch movements which are
the product of the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa which may be entered free
of duty under paragraph (b) during the
calendar year.

*(d) The Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Commerce, acting jointly, shall
allocate on a fair and equitable basis among
producers of watches and watch movements
located in the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa the quotas for each calen-
dar year provided by paragraph (b) for ar-
ticles which are the product of the Virgin
Islands, Guam, and American Samosa, re-
spectively. Allocations made by the Secre-
taries shall be final. The Secretarles are
authorized to Issue such regulations as they
determine necessary to carry out their duties
under this paragraph.”

(e) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) shall apply only with respect to
articles entered, or withdrawn from ware-
ll:om:rror consumption or or after January

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, this bill, as passed by the House
of Representatives, was designed to meet
a problem that had arisen through the
operation of our tariff laws. Under pres-
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ent law, if not more than 50 percent of
the total value of an article produced
in the insular possessions is of foreign
origin, the article may qualify for duty-
free treatment—provided it has received
some processing in the islands. These
duty-free articles vary from ball-point
blanks to wine or costume jewelry.

However, the largest by far of the in-
dustries which have sprung up in the
possessions as a result of this favorable
tariff treatment is the watch assembly
industry.

This operation was established in the
Virgin Islands in 1959 and has since
shipped its entire production of watches
to the United States free of duty. Its
growth is dramatically demonstrated by
the fact that from 1959 through 1965,
the rate of shipment of watch movements
from the Virgin Islands rose from some
5,000 in 1959 to a rate in excess of 4 mil-
lion movements in 19656—an increase of
some 315 million movements.

The chief suppliers of the parts used
in such assembly operations are Japan,
West Germany, and France. It is also
interesting to note that an increasingly
large volume of Soviet-made parts have
been utilized in this assembly process.

With a view toward protecting our
domestic watch industry, while at the
same time not disrupting our possessions’
already-established watch assembly in-
dustry, the House enacted H.R. 8436. It
was designed to stave off greater in-
creases in the shipment of watch move-
ments by prohibiting the described duty-
free treatment to watches imported from
Guam and American Samoa—possessions
who, at the time of House passage, had
not established assembly operations.
The Virgin Islands, on the other hand,
had just enacted a quota law which
would have placed a self-imposed limita-
tion on the number of watch movements
which could be shipped to the United
States, and in recognition of their action,
the House excluded that possession from
the prohibition.

Since House passage of H.R. 8436, how-
ever, several events have occurred to lead
the committee to believe that an entirely
different approach is needed. The action
of the Virgin Islands Legislature to es-
tablish a local quota has been declared
invalid in the courts. Further, watch-
production centers have been established
in Guam. And several wafch companies
had shown interest in locating in Amer-
ican Samoa, although negotiations have
been discontinued in light of the pro-
posed prohibition.

The Committee on Finance, therefore,
has adjusted the impact of H.R. 8436 to
meet these new circumstances.

As reported by the committee, H.R.
8436 would impose a quota on the num-
ber of watches and watch movements
containing any foreign components
which may be imported duty-free from
the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa. This quota, based on a calendar
year, would be equal to one-ninth of the
total U.S. watch consumption for the
prior year. It would be divided among
the possessions, with the largest share
to go to the Virgin Islands in recognition
of their already-established watch as-
sembly industry. Specifically, seven-
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eighths of the quota amount would go to
the Virgin Islands and the remaining
one-eighth would be divided, two-thirds
to Guam and one-third to American
Samoa. Based on anticipated U.S. watch
consumption in 1966, the number of
movements which could be transported to
this country duty-free in 1967—the effec-
tive date of the committee bill is January
1, 1967—would be 4,083,334 from the Vir-
gin Islands, 388,891 from Guam, and
194,442 from American Samoa. These
quotas would be allocated among pro-
ducers in the possessions by the Secre-
tary of Commerce and the Secretary of
the Interior, acting jointly.

Mr, President, I believe the bill we
have reported goes a long way toward
stabilizing the total watch industry and
should enable both importers and domes-
tic companies alike to pursue their
normal trade patterns without fear of
unchecked duty-free importation of
watches from the insular possessions. I
recommend that H.R. 8436 as reported
do pass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to
amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I have an amendment which
is at the desk. The amendment is being
offered on behalf of myself and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. Case] and the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIrRKSEN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

At the end of the bill, add a new section:

“SECc. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to admit free of
duty one variable pressure water channel
(one-seventh scale model) imported for the
use of the Stevens Institute of Technology,
and one ionsonde (and accompanying spare
parts) for the use of the University of Illi-
nois.

“(b) If the liquidation of the entry of
the articles described in subsection (a) of
this section has become final, such entry
shall be reliquidated and the appropriate
refund of duty shall be made.”

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the purpose of the amend-
ment is to direct the Secretary of the
Treasury to admit free of duty one in-
strument for the use of the Stevens In-
stitute of Technology, and another in-
strument for the use of the University of
Illinois. Neither of these instruments
is manufactured in this country. The
Treasury Department has approved this
amendment and it was approved this
morning by the Committee on Finance,
with instructions that it be offered as
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to ask the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Wirtriams] if this is the
amendment we discussed in committee.

Mr. W of Delaware. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., Mr, Presi-
dent, I have no objection to the amend-
ment. These are items not produced in
this country. We have no objection to
these two items coming in duty free.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
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Wirriams] to the committee amend-
ment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois will state it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment as amended.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I offer an amendment
which I send to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment as follows:

On page 4, line 3, strike everything after
“exceed” through the comma in line 6, and
insert in lleu thereof 3,000,000 watches or
watch movements®;

On page 4, line 7, strike “87.5 percent™
and insert in lieu thereof ‘2,000,000 watches
or watch movements'’;

On page 4, line 9, strike “8.33 percent” and
insert in lleu thereof 700,000 watches or
watch movements™;

On page 4, line 11, strike “4.17 percent”
and insert In lieu thereof ''300,000 watches
or watch movements’;

On page 4, strike everything beginning with
line 13 through line 23 and renumber sub-
section (d) as subsection (¢).

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am
sensible of the fact that this is, to say
the least, a very difficult problem.

When the bill was first reported out of
the Finance Committee, it called for a
quota of 1,500,000 watch movements.
There was not too much evidence at the
time, because the hearings were rather
meager. Subsequently there were full-
dress hearings on the matter, and the
measure was revised. Notwithstanding
that fact, it offered some difficulty. I am
fully aware of the difficulty involved
when we try to match the interest of
domestic producers of watches and those
who import from the outside.

A bill to eliminate or curtail duty-free
shipments of watches from the Terri-
tories is necessary if U.S. watch pro-
ducers and established watch-importing
firms are to exist. This is the purpose
of the bill. But the bill does not go far
enough to accomplish that purpose. The
quota must be smaller.

Duty-free imports from the Territories
began as a trickle in 1959—about 50,000.
When legislation to control this situation
was first introduced in the House, they
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were flowing in at a rate of 1.5 million.
The Department of Commerce figures
indicate that they are now flooding in at
the rate of over 5 million a year, and still
growing.

Substantially all of these 5 million
watches are jeweled-lever watches.
They place tremendous pressure on our
US. jeweled watchmakers and on con-
ventional importers as well. In 1965 the
importers who paid the regular duty
brought in about 8 million jeweled watch
movements. Almost half again as many
came in duty free from the Virgin
Islands—3.57 million. U.S. production
of jeweled watches has been pushed back
to less than 1.5 million.

As is generally known, U.S. jeweled
watch production is having difficulty
even against duty-paid imports, because
of the much lower foreign labor rates.
Adding the pressure from duty-free
movements is asking too much. The
Tariff Commission’s report in 1965
showed that a duty reduction, which the
Swiss have been seeking, would be fatal
to U.S. watch production. These duty-
free shipments from the Virgin Islands
and Guam are equivalent to a duty cut.

They should be stopped entirely. This
was the sense of the testimony before
the Finance Committee for all the U.S.
producers and for the great majority of
regular importers. The Commerce De-
partment agreed. Only the Territorial
governments, the Interior Department,
and some of the companies operating in
the Virgin Islands and Guam disagreed.

The 1.5 million quota which the com-
mittee first approved would have been a
reasonable compromise. But the pres-
ent bill is not a compromise, It gives
the Territories more than they need. It
is a well-known fact that the Virgin
Islands, from which over 90 percent of
these watches came, is experiencing a
tremendous economic boom, and already
has more jobs than workers.

As a matter of fact, they are having to
import watchmakers and watch assem-
blers into the Virgin Islands.

There is no need to destroy this U.S.
industry and idle its watchworkers in or-
der to provide more jobs in the Virgin
Islands.

I therefore propose as necessary an
amendment to reduce the overall quota
figure for all territories to 3 million
watches per year—divided 2 million to
the Virgin Islands, 700,000 to Guam, and
300,000 to Samoa.

For every payroll dollar being spent in
the Virgin Islands on watch production
the United States is losing $6 in duty.
The average duty that would be paid on
these watches if imported directly is $3.
The labor cost of the work being done in
the Virgin Islands is only about 50 cents
per movement.

I think there is merit here. The
amendment has been modified to meet
the desires of the distinguished Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jackson], who
has been very much interested in the
development of the industry in the
islands.

This is an amendment that speaks for
the Senator from Washington [Mr. JACK~
son] as well as myself. I think it is
wholly satisfactory.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the committee first ordered a bill
reported that was even more restrictive
than provided by the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois. It was suggested
then by a member of the committee that
the matier should be studied in greater
depth. We conducted hearings on the
subject and then reconsidered it in execu-
tive session. The bill as it has been re-
ported reflects the experience that devel-
oped at the hearing, which I think points
up the defect of and the reason why the
amendment of the Senator from Illinois
should not be agreed to.

I do not argue against the fact that it
costs us nearly $6 in duty for every $1 of
labor spent in the Virgin Islands on
watch assembly. To me it would make
better sense, rather than adopt the
amendment, to take the duties off all of
the watches produced in the possessions
and let them come into this country free
of duty, because American manufac-
turers cannot compete with jeweled
watches manufactured by the Swiss and
the Japanese.

A spokesman for the Hamilton Watch
Co., as appears on page 67 of the hear-
ings, pointed out that if we cut out all
production in the Virgin Islands and
Guam, these watches would not be pro-
duced in the United States, but would be
produced in Switzerland and Japan.

As a practical matter, unless we wanted
to raise the tariff drastically, it is beyond
our power to restore the American watch
industry to what it was. This is some-
thing I had nothing to do with. The
people who produce watches have seen
what has happened.

I have no particular interest in the
matter, but the facts, from the testimony,
show that it would not help the Ameri-
can watch producers in this country;
that the watches would come from Japan
and Switzerland.

All that would be achieved by adoption
of the amendment of the Senator from
Tllinois would be to substitute Swiss and
Japanese watches for watches made in
Guam and the Virgin Islands.

I hold no particular brief for Guam
or the Virgin Islands. I have not been
to either place. I would not know a
Guamanian or a Virgin Islander if I ran
into one on the street right now. But,
as a practical matter, those are Ameri-
can possessions and we have a respon-
sibility to those possessions.

The bill represents somewhat of a cut-
back in production of the Virgin Islands.
It holds the production of Guam to about
where it is. This is the best judgment
of the committee as to the way to handle
the matter.

I have no great interest in it one way
or the other. I fear—and I think I am
correct in this fear—that if the amend-
ment were agreed to, it would not result
in one more American job, but would cost
the Virgin Islands and Guam many jobs.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iyield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I think the point
the Senator makes about how important
it is that we permit industries of this
kind to develop in the underdeveloped
possessions of the United States is a very
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important one. The process does not
require any highly skilled labor; it is a
very elementary process. We are not
denying opportunity to skilled American
workers, because this is highly unskilled
work.

Unless we permit industries of this
kind to be developed in the possessions
of the United States—and I would even
go beyond that, and think we ought to
look for ways of opening up opportuni-
ties of this kind in some of the countries
of Latin America that are so dependent
upon us—I fear the alternative is sim-
ply to give them aid, unless we can buy
enough sugar from them; and we can
only buy so much sugar from Central
America.

That reminds me, Mr. President, of
what Mr. Dooley said back about 1900,
after we had taken over most of the
countries of the Caribbean. He said if
he had to make a choice between being
subject to a Spanish nobleman and an
American vegetable—talking about the
sugarbeet—he thought he would take
the Spanish nobleman.

This provision would work toward the
diversification of the industries upcn
which Americans in the Caribbean and
in the Pacific depend for livelihood.
‘While it represents an arbitrary decision,
I think it is as good as any other arbi-
trary recommendation we have received.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am willing, even though we pro-
duce no watches in the State I have the
honor to represent, to vote for something
to save the American watch industry.
The pending amendment would not do
it; but on the other hand, the committee
amendment would not hurt that indus-
try either. The committee amendment
seeks merely to maintain the status quo.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in be-
half of the distinguished Senator from
New York [Mr, Javirs]l I submit an
amendment, and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The AssISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On
page 6, after the word “respectively” in
line 5, insert the following:

Any producer, licensed to do business be-
fore July 1, 1966 and having theretofore made
& substantial investment in plant and pro-
duction facilities and related costs, shall not
be disadvantaged in its allocation for lack of

actual production experience prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1967.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, the
amendment is very simple. There is a
corporation out in Guam called the
Sheraton Times Corp. The investment
in that corporation was made mainly by
citizens of the State of New York. It was
organized for the purpose of assembling
watch movements from foreign parts,
for duty-free entry into the United
States under headnote 3(a) of the Tariff
Schedules of the United States. Incor-
poration under Guam law occurred 10
months ago on December 9, 1965, and
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on December 10, 1965, the corporation
was licensed to do business on Guam.

Seemingly endless delays have pre-
vented the company from getting into
production. Months of delay were en-
countered in the delivery of production
machinery and equipment to Guam after
orders had been placed. The Depart-
ment of Labor's new requirements gov-
erning the entry into the United States
and its possessions for employment pur-
poses of foreign personnel have inter-
minably delayed the arrival on Guam of
the foreign-born, skilled watchmakers
necessary to supervise the bulk of the
work force comprised of native Guam-
anians. Despite an application filed in
the early days of 1966 for a hearing
which is a legal prerequisite to the re-
ceipt of local tax benefits and other in-
centives designed to induce industry to
locate on Guam, such a hearing has never
been held and only recently was notifica-
tion received that a hearing could be
held in the latter part of October 1966.

These are the principal causes of the
extended delays which have kept this
company from developing any actual
production experience so far this year.
Although H.R. 8436 as reported by the
Senate Finance Committee and the com-
mittee’s report on the bill specify that
allocations to individual producers shall
be “fair and equitable” it is likely that
this Guam corporation, because of its
lack of any actual production experience,
will receive no allocation at all—with the
result that the more than $25,000 that
has been invested in it will go down the
drain except for minor salvage.

To those who would argue that the
words “fair and equitable” insure against
such an inequitable result, it is important
to know that highly placed executive
branch officials have flatly indicated that
a company without production experi-
ence will receive a quota of zero or near
zero. The amendment would make cer-
tain that the equitable intent of the law
is realized. The amendment is of gen-
eral application and could be of benefit
to other companies similarly situated
whether in the Virgin Islands, American
Samoa or possibly also on Guam.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I regret that, as spokesman for the
committee, I must oppose the amend-
ment. This amendment would qualify
a company that went to Guam and un-
dertook to qualify and obtain a license to
produce watches in Guam, at a time when
the House had passed a bill that would
prohibit any of those watches coming
in from Guam. So here was an Amer-
ican speculator, out of New York City,
going over to Guam and gambling that
the Senate would award a quota to
Guam, and that he would get a piece of
it.

Mr. President, what we would do in the
Senate bill with regard to all watches
produced in the Virgin Islands as well
as Guam and elsewhere is not to say who
shall produce those watches, but that the
Secretary of the Interior—as provided
on pages 4 and 6—Mr. President, I re-
gret to say that the bill contains a typo-
graphical error; it should be pages 4 and
5. I ask unanimous consent that page
6 of the bill be renumbered as page 5.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The bill pro-
vides, on those pages, as follows:

The Secretary of the Interlor and the Sec-
retary of Commerce, acting jointly, shall al-
locate on a fair and equitable basis among
producers of watches and watch movements
located in the Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa the quotas for each calen-
dar year.

We do not propose to say who gets
what. We merely say look at all the
equities and, as far as we are concerned,
we let the Secretary of Commerce and
the Secretary of the Interior set up
pretty much the standards they wish to
set up, but they must be fair and equita-
ble in doing it. Let them consider this
man’s case along with everybody else’s,
and allocate quotas to these people on
what seems to be a fair and reasonable
basis.

Mr. President, I would not wish to have
the responsibility of telling this man how
many watches he can or cannot produce.
I would not want that responsibility with
respect to the Timex Corp., the Waltham
Corp., or any other company. That is
something that should be administra-
tively determined. It involves a myriad
of problems that the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Commerce
are administratively qualified to handle.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. There is nothing in
the bill to prevent this man’s getting his
share or all of the quota that goes to
Guam?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. It is
perfectly all right with me if he gets it
all. But I do not wish to say so in the
law. Let the Secretary of Commerce and
the Secretary of the Interior look into
the man’s case, and compare the equities
and the fairness of his situation with all
the others, and whatever appears to be
fair, let them do it. I think that would
be a better solution than for us here on
the floor of the Senate to try to say which
producer gets what quota.

Therefore, while I sympathize with the
man’s problem, and I realize the Senator
from New York [Mr. Javits] is most in-
terested in the matter, and I wish his
man well, I hope the Senate does not get
into the business of trying to say who
gets the quotas and who does not.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I
merely wish the REcorp to show that the
distinguished Senator from New York is
unavoidably absent from the floor of the
Senate today; therefore, he asked me to
present this amendment in his behalf.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from New York.

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed
the question is on the engrossment of the
committee amendment, as amended, and
the third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
gﬂlgssed and the bill to be read a third

e.

The bill (H.R. 8436) was read the third

time, and passed.
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Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-

suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess subject
to the call of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to, and (at 3
o’clock and 50 minutes pm.) the Senate
took a recess subject to the call of the
Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 3 o’clock
and 55 minutes p.m., when called to
order by the Presiding Officer.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had receded from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 5, 10, 13, 24, and 27 to the bill
(H.R. 15941) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other
purposes, and concurred therein several-
ly with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

10 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 10 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORITY TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES, TO SIGN ENROLLED EILLS,
AND TO FILE REPORTS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, during the ad-
journment of the Senate from the close
of business today until 10 a.m. tomorrow,
the Secretary of the Senate be authorized
to receive messages from the President
of the United States and from the House
of Representatives; the Vice President
and the President pro tempore be au-
thorized to sign enrolled hills; and com-
mittees to file reports together with in-
dividual, supplemental, or minority
views, if desired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL OF 1967

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that H.R. 17636,
the District of Columbia appropriations
bill, be called. I do this so that it may
become the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecistaTiVE CLERE. H.R. 17636,
an act making appropriations for the
government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues
of said District for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1967, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

PRIATION BILL,
ENCE REPORT

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit a report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15941) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1967, and for other purposes.
I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MonpALE in the chair). The report will
be read for the information of the
Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the committee of conference
agreed on appropriations totaling $58,-
067,472,000 for the various military pro-
grams and activities of the Department
of Defense, exclusive of military con-
struction, family housing, civil defense,
and military assistance, except that por-
tion of military assistance to nations
providing help in the southeast Asia
conflict.

The total is $122,400,000 under the
amount provided by the Senate and
$548,973,000 under the amount provided
by the House. It is $403,119,000 over the
budget estimates for fiscal year 1967 of
$57,664,353,000 and $790,531,000 under
the appropriations for fiscal year 1966
of $58,858,003,000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have included in the REecorp at
this point, a tabulation giving the
amount of the 1967 budget estimates, the
House allowance, the Senate allowance
and the conference allowance for each
appropriation of the bill.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

1967—CONFER~

Summary of Department of Defense appropriations for fiscal year 1967

Conference action compared with—
Budget esti- Conference
Title mates, 1067 | Passed House | Passed Senate action
Budget House Senate
estimate
Title I—=Military personnel. . .- -0 oo ioiioceasden $18, 675, 700, 000 |$19, 200, 344, 000 |$18, 731, 044, 000 |$18, 731, 044, 000 | -+$55, 344, 000 | —$568, 300,000 | ... __ ...
Title II—0 tlon lmd maintenanee_ _ ... __...__.._._.__| 15675 004, 000 | 15,722, 794, 000 | 15,607,721, 000 | 15, 703, 321, 000 28, 227, 000 —19, 473, 000 -+-$5, 600, 000
b 5 LA 8 S G e T T e S Sl S o 3 i S S 16, 408, 200, 000 | 16, 658, 000, 000 | 16, 769, 800, 000 | 16, 641, 800, 000 | --243, 600, —16, 200, 000 —128, 000, 000
Title W-—-Basemh davu]upmant test, and evaluation. _. 5. 905, ¢ , 000 | 6,928, 959, 000 | 6, 983, 659, 000 | 6, 983, 950, 000 78, 600,-000 =55, 000, 000 |---cccccaeioooan
Title V—Special foreign currency program. ... 7,348, 000 7, 348, 000 7, 348, 000 b O vl T Dl PO I VTS
Total, Department of Defense__ ... .. . ... 57,664, 353, 000 | 58, 616, 445, 000 | 58, 189, 872, 000 | 58, 067,472,000 | 403,119,000 | —548, 973, 000 —122, 400, 000
Dis:.ﬂhutlon of appropriations by organjxational anit:
F b TR R T RS 16, 925, 704, 000 | 17, 441, 038, 000 | 17, 165, 065, 000 | 17, 165, 065,000 | 230,271,000 | —275,073,000 | oo ...
16, 813, 200, 000 | 16,938, 600, 000 | 16, 979, 700, 000 | 16, 826, 700, 000 ~+13, 000 | —111, 900, 000 —153, 000, 000
Ail' 1V T R L e A TR ST S K 1 20, 886, 300, 000 | 20, 965, 400, 000 | 20, 774, 900, 000 | 20, 805, 900, 000 | -4-119, 600,000 | —159, 500, 000 131, 000, 000
Defense fes. ... O R T 230, 059, 000 | 3,271,407, 000 | 8,270,207, 000 | 3, 260,807,000 | 30,748, 000 —1, 600, —400,
Total, Department of Defense. ... ..cccuen- 57,664, 353, 000 | 58, 616, 445, 000 | 58, 189, 872, 000 | 58, 067,472, 000 | -+-403,119,000 | —548,973, 000 —122, 400, 000
TITLE I—MILITARY FERSONNEL
MIItAry personnel, ATIY .. .. cvecanemma—meecnemm————— G, 164, 400, 000 | 6, 420, 400,000 | 6, 164, 400, 000 | 6, 164, 400, 000 |- cooooomoconoe
Military personnel, Navy.-_ , 652, 100, 000 | 3,736, 100,000 | 8,652, 100,000 | 3,652,100, 000 |- oceommrmeeee-
Military personnel, Marine Corps --| 1,183, 200,000 [ 1,214,200,000 | 1,183, 200,000 | 1,188, 200,000 | ___.___________
M!litury personnsl, Ay Force.___Z .. _____ . ______. 5, 015, 800, 000 | 5, 204, 800,000 | &, 015,800,000 | 5, 015,800,000 | _________.___.
Reaorve personmel, Armay . o Co. ool i Lo Joianane i )L dEn e s e Al 288, 211, 000 288, 211, 000 288, 211, 000 | 288, 211, 000
Reserve personnel, Navy_.__. 111, 900, D00 111, 900, 000 112, 600, 000 112, 600, 000 -4-700, 000
Reserve personnel, Marine Corps 36, 500, 000 36, 500, 000 36, 500, 000 36, 500, 000 e
Reserve personnel, i e R LT R S S 69, 700, 000 69, 700, 000 69, 700, 000 69, 700, 000 |___

See footnote at end of table,
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Summary of Department of Defense appropriations for fiscal year 1967—Continued
Conference action compared with—
Budget esti- Conference
Title mates, 1067 | Passed House | Passed Benate action
Budget House Senate
estimate
TITLE I—MILITARY PERSONNEL—COIN.
National Guard and Reserve personnel, Army . .......... RO GURI000| | 2ot ot e ke ol o e L o s of o v S —=$5RL, SO 000 oo Lo Sl B Al
National Guard e R R [ A e TR £346, 533, 533,000 [ 346, 888, 000 |-~ ICToTTIoIITIT
National Guard al, Adr Foboe, .. 22l il s 80, 800, 82, 000, 000 82, 000, 000 000, 000 TR ¢ GOS0 M gee
Retired pay, Defense. &l oo 1,780, 000,000 | 1,780,000,000 | 1,780,000,000 | 1,780,000,000 || .. .. LY T
Total, title I—Military personnel. ... .co.ooooon 18, 675, 700, 000 | 19, 200, 344, 000 | 18, 791,044,000 | 18,731, 044,000 | 55,344, 000 |— $568,300,000 |. - ooooeoeens
TITLE H—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
O tion and maint 5,122,427,000 | 5,122,427,000 | +113,427, 000
Operation and main 3, 980,300,000 | 3,980,300,000 | = —2, 600,
Breni casmeost 0. (R A ey
t nance, Y :
o and maint fense A §06, 900,000 806,500,000 |  —1,600,000
Operation and maintenance, Army National Guard and Sl
LS W M ) 0 e e S g
Operation and maintenance, Army National Guard 5 000, 000 231, 000, 000 231, 000,
Operation and maintenance, Air National Guard ________|" 250,200,000 253, 300, 000 253, 300, 000 253, 300,
Ngglonm Board for the Promotion of Rifle Practice, Army. 404, 000 404, 000 454, 000 44,
Claims, Defense. oo 2 (25, 000, 000) 25, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 26, 000,
Contingencies, Defense_________________.____.____._.____. 15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 15, 000,
Court of Military Appeals, Defense 600, 000 600, 000 600, 000 600, 000
Total, title II—Operation and maintenance. ... | 15,675,004,000 | 15,722, 794,000 | 15,697, 721,000 | 15,703,321,000 | 28,227,000 | —19,473,000 -5, 600, 000
TITLE MI—PROCUREMENT
Procurement of equipment and missiles, Arm 3,811,100,000 | 3,484, 500,000 | 3, 483,300,000 | 3,483,
Procurement of aireraft and missiles, Navy. 1,789, 900,000 | 1,7%9,900,000 | 1,789,000,000 | 1,789,
Shipbuilding and conversion, Navy.______ 1, 751, 300,000 | 1, 756,700,000 | 1,800, 700,000 | 1,756,
Other procurement, Navy._ .. _..o---..- 1, 068, 300,000 | 1, 968,300,000 | 1,968,300,000 | 1,968,
Procurement, MAring COrps. .. oooo--------w-= " mmmmemm 262,900,000 | 262,000,000 | 262,000,000 | 262,
Afreraft pr t, Ar Force 3, 061,300,000 | 4,082,300,000 | 3,092,300,000 | 4,017,
Missile procur t, Air Force 1,189, 500,000 | 1,189, 500,000 | 1,180, 500,000 | 1,189,
Other procurement, Air Force. __ 2,122,600,000 | 2,122 600,000 | 2,122,600,000 | 2,122,
Procurement, Defense agencies. . 51, 300, 000 &1, 300, 000 51, 300, 000 51, 300,
Total, title III—Procurement_ . ...._..._ .| 16, 408,200,000 | 16, 658,000,000 | 16, 769, 800, 000 | 18, 641, 800, 000
TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION
Research, development, test, and evaluation, Army_.____ 1, 518,900, 000 | 1, 528,700, 000 | 1,528, 700, 000
Research, development, test, and evaluation, Navy_____. 1,748, 600, 1,753,600, 000 | 1,758, 600, 000
Research, development, test, and Evaluﬁtiog, ALrD ohrges.e_ 3, 053, 800, 000 | 3, 062, 600, 000 | 3,112, 600, 000
eSEATe and evalua e
7 b o Mg 459, 059, 000 459, 059, 000 459, 059, 000
¥ 125, 000, 000 3125, 000,000 | 3 125, 000, 000
IV—R: ¢h, development, test, and f
Total, title IV—Research, Covelopment, tesh ™7 | 6,905,350, 000 | 6,928,050,000 | 6,083,950,000 | 6,983,059,000 | 75,600,000 | 55,000,000 ...
TITLE Y—SPECIAL FOREIGN CURRENCY PROGRAM
Special forelgn cUrréney Program. ..o oo ooeeeooeeeneaeen &) 7, 348, 000 7,348, 000 7, 348, 000 -7, 348, 000 Ly
Total, general appropriations. - .cocecermmmmnannns 57,664, 853, 000 | 58, 616, 445, 000 | 58, 189, 872, 000 | B8, 067, 472,000 | 408,119,000 | —548,073,000 | —122,400, 000
1 Amount of original budget estimate was $11,965,000 in the-form of local currency  # In addition, $150,000,000 to be derived by transfer.
ts. The request was reduced sul tly by the Department of Defense to 4 Estimates were submitted in local currency amounts which were equivalent to
7 ims.mo. £11,965,000. nal amounts were subsequently reduced to $7,348,000 at the
Annual, indefinite account not included in total. requaa{ of the Department of Defense,

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the most significant change in the
bill is the disallowance of $153 million
included in the Senate bill for the con-
struction of two guided-missile destroy-
ers. It was the position of the Senate
that the Navy has a requirement for
both—the nuclear-powered guided-mis-
sile frigate and the two guided-missile
destroyers. The Senate conferees did all
that could be done to maintain this posi-
tion, but the House conferees would not
yield. I regret that the Senate had to
recede on this matter.

Mr. President, I do not propose to take
the time of the Senate to describe the
conference action on all of the 33 amend-
ments which the conference committee
considered. I shall be available for any
questions at the conclusion of my re-
marks. However, I do wish to describe
certain actions on differences between
the two Houses which have been the sub-
ject of particular interest.

It will be recalled that the Senate
adopted an amendment offered by the
distinguished senior Senator from Mas-

sachusetts and myself giving the Presi-
dent the authority to order to active duty
members of the Ready Reserves of the
Armed Forces who had not served on
active duty of other than training. The
conference committee agreed on a new
provision that authorizes the President
to call to active duty for 24 months less
previous active duty and active duty for
training—

First. Members of the Ready Reserve
not in paid-drill units of the Reserve
forces who have not completed their
statutory obligation or have not served
on active duty or active duty for train-
ing for a period of 24 months.

Second. Members of units of the
Ready Reserve who have not had the 4
months’ training required for members
enlisting in the Army’s Reserve compo-
nents.

Third. Units of the Ready Reserve.

Some confusion has arisen as to the
meaning of the term “selected Reserve”
as used in the provision agreed to by the
conference committee. As used in this
provision, the term “selected Reserve"

includes all the paid-drill units of the
Reserve forces. The term should not be
confused with the Army’s select Reserve
force of 150,000 men.

It will be seen, Mr. President, that
under the provisions of the conference
agreement, the President not only can
call up the individuals in the various
categories enumerated, but he can also
call up any organized unit of the Re-
serve Forces of any of the branches of
the Armed Services, without the neces-
sity of declaring a national emergency.

Mr. President, this provision, if uti-
lized, will go a long way fo correct many
of the inequities that now exist between
service by individuals drafted under
the Selective Service System and those
individuals enlisting in the various Re-
serve components. It is my hope that
the President will see fit to use this au-
thority.

Another item of interest is the Sen-
ate amendment placing a per pupil
limitation of $455 on the total funds
available for the operation of the over-
seas dependents’ school system. The
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conference committee agreed on a
limitation of $490 with a provision that
in establishing the rates of compensa-
tion of teachers in the system, the Sec-
retary of Defense could not go below
the rates in effect on June 30, 1966.
However, I want to make it clear that
the sum of $490 is based on these teach-
ers receiving those rates of compensa-
tion established under the formula in
Public Law 89-391. It will be recalled
that the senior Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTeel and the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. Javits] offered an
amendment during consideration of the
bill to provide for a limitation of $492.
The purpose of their amendment was
to provide for the higher salaries pro-
vided for in Public Law 89-391. The
$490 limitation will accomplish this pur-
Dpose.

Generally speaking, I believe that the
action taken by the conferees is in con-
formity with the expressions of opinion
voiced earlier on the floor of the Senate.
Certainly the appropriation as it stands
will strengthen the national security
during the present fiscal year.

The final agreement has been reached
after long and tedious negotiations in
our parliamentary process; and I be-
lieve that we have arrived at a good bill,
and one that will be adequate for the
present at least.

I will be glad, Mr. President, to under-
take to answer any questions Members
might have on the conference report.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield to
the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, who is the ranking minority
member of the conference committee.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I join with the chairman of the commit-
tee and hope that the Senate will accept
this conference report. While it does
not do everything that the Senate
wanted, it does substantially what we
want; and I believe that it fulfills the
needs of our Armed Forces, certainly
until Congress returns in January.

We all know and realize that the war
in Vietnam is costing us a very sub-
stantial amount of money every month,
and while there will be enough money in
this budget to carry through until Con-
gress comes back, there will be a deficit
which must be taken care of at a later
time.

Mr. President, both the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], the chairman of
the committee, and I believe that the
provision that we had in the bill that
was passed by the Senate after consider-
able discussion regarding the use of the
Reserves was a helpful one. But the
House rejected that provision, and we
had a second conference yesterday,
which the Senator has described, and
adopted the language that was in the
House bill, that came out of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, on this subject.

We did not adopt all of that bill, be-
cause it is before the Committee on
Armed Services. We did adopt the lan-
guage, with a few modifications, that was
in the bill concerning the use of selected
Reserves.

As the Senator pointed out, the term
“selected Reserves” includes all of the
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paid-drill units and Reserve forces which
are composed of select, immediate, and
reinforcement Reserves.

The Senator’s amendment, and mine,
as originally offered in the Senate
would make it possible for the President
to call up individuals in the paid Re-
serve which consists of approximately
600,000 men. The conference report will
make it possible to draw approximately
59,000 from the so-called selected Re-
serves who have had training but are
not assigned to any units, and approxi-
mately 135,000 men from the immediate
Reserves, which consists of men who
have had no training at all, but who are
parts of units. That total is now 189,-
000.

I personally believe this is fair. I be-
lieve I would have been willing to support
the Senate amendment in full, but the
conference decided on this number,
which is approximately 189,000.

This was the great issue in the con-
ference, and it was decided to compro-
mise this way, which I believe is fair
under all of the circumstances. The
money is there and the language is there.
I join with the chairman of the com-
mittee in hoping that the Senate may
adopt the conference report in full.

I thank the chairman for giving me
the opportunity to express these
thoughts.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have received an
interesting letter from a Montana wom-
an, which I should like to read. Then I
should like to have the chairman’s com-
ments.. I shall not give any names.
The letter reads as follows:

Dear SENATOR MANSFIELD: I teach Ameri-
can history and contemporary problems. My
contemporary-problems class is composed of
seniors who are necessarily very concerned
over the Vietnam war. As you know, Vice
President HuMPHREY was in Montana last
week and made the statement to the effect
that he did not believe it would be necessary
to call out the Reserves. My class was dis-
cussing this because it was just one more
statement to that effect. What they want
to know and what I want to know is this:

1. Why should the Reserves not be called
out before the kids sitting across the desk
from me are drafted? What is holy about
the Reserves? They are paid each month,
and if they cannot be called, why do we have
them and why do we pay them? Let’s use
them or dismiss them.

2. Why not dissolve our precious Reserves,
and take the money used to pay them to
increase the pay we give to those who are
dodging (and sometimes unsuccessfully) bul-
lets in Vietnam?

3. Why should anyone Wwho never gets
closer to a major conflict than Reserve cen-
ters “retire’” from the Reserves on a pension?
Again, let's glve the pension, in 'larger
amounts, to those who fight. ‘And finally:

4, If we are to be in continuous conflict
for years, why should the burden of defense
of this country devolve upon those young-
sters whose parents are not financially ca-
pable of sending them to college, or who do
not have the ability to do well? We think
the present draft laws are placing the mon-
eyed and the intellectually capable in the
position of aristocracy—the favored and the
exempt. Why do we not enact a universal
manhood training law, giving all boys a year
of military training after graduation from
high school, even flat-footed ones? I know
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some of my very intellectual students who
could profit by taking orders fully as much as
some of the less gifted, less affluent ones.

If the draft were fair at all, if those who
are in the Reserves were subjected to military
service as well as the ones who cannot now
get into the Reserves, part of the resentment
would disappear. I think it is about time
the young kids were told why they must
fight before they have a future, while the
Reserves go happily on their way, inconven-
Le]ixced by an hour or so of training occasion-

y.

Very truly yours,

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I may say
to_ the distinguished majority leader that
his correspondent has stated more co-
gently than I could have many of the
arguments I presented on the floor when
I urged the adoption of the Russell-Sal-
tonstall amendment in the first instance.

I do not think, however, that the re-
servists themselves are altogether culpa-
ble. I think mostof them are ready to go
and fight. I think they realize they have
been paid as reservists. To use an old
expression from Elizabethan days: They
have taken the king’s shilling, and they
are obligated to wear the uniform when
the king calls.

The difficulty has been in persuading
the other body to agree to provisions that
would truly enforce equality of service as
between all of the young men in these
United States. I do not know if the dis-
tinguished Senator recalls it or not, but
when this amendment was pending in
the first instance I stated then that I
had always advocated a system of uni-
versal military training, and that I con-
sidered the greatest victory of my legisla-
tive career the fact that I had been able
to secure passage by the Senate of a bill
that established a system of universal
military training. That bill languished
and died in the other body.

I can only say, Mr; President, that the
writer of that letter, who is teaching in
the high schools of Montana—and they
certainly have a wonderful system of ed-
ucation in that State—should be the dean
of a larger and higher institution of
learning in that State.

Better than that, I would that she had
been a Member of the other body when
this amendment was presented on the
floor, for she could have made that per-
suasive argument there. It might have
touched some of those who were other-
wise so enamored of the pressure groups
who purport to speak for the Reserve or-
ganizations and who are among some of
the most formidable lobbies—and I do
not use that term in an offensive sense—
in Washington.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would simply
say to the distinguished majority leader,
for whom we have great regard, that he
take from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
the speeches of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLr] and, most modestly, my
own, and send them in an envelope to
that lady because she expresses much
better and more suceinetly than we did
the arguments we tried to express on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. She will get them.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am glad
to yield to the distinguished Senator from
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Missouri [Mr., SymincToN], who is ex
officio a member of the committee of con-
ference, representing the standing Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator. I first congratulate him on the
conference report and the success he has
had in establishing some of the ideas that
have been presented so well in the letter
just read by the majority leader.

Only this afternoon it was my privilege
to talk with a group of high school stu-
dents. Over one-half of the questions
from these students, girls as well as boys,
had to do with what they considered were
the injustices incident to the current tak-
ing of youth into the armed services.

I associate myself with remarks of the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services and the Senator from Massa~-
chusetts [Mr. SavTonsTALL], in that this
letter expresses well many of the ap-
prehensions that we have had for some
months incident to the drafting of Amer-
ican youth.

However, I would ask this question of
the Senator from Georgia: Is it not true,
under. the conference report now being
presented to the Senate, that some of
the inequities in this current situation
have been corrected? Is that not a fair
statement?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes, it has
been partially corrected as to individu-
als. Under the language of the confer-
ence agreement, the President could call
up as individuals 208,000 of the reservists
out of a total number of 660,000 which
we sought to cover in the original amend-

ment.

In addition, the President is authorized
to call up any organized units without
the necessity of declaring a national
emergency.

Mr. SYMINGTON. And that has been
accepted by the House?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. That has
already been approved today by an over-
whelming vote in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
again, with respect, I commend the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusserL] who
fought long and hard in conferences to
see that equity and justice were given to
all American youths under present law.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. We have
taken & step in the direction of equality
of service, Mr. President, but we wil! nev-
er be able to achieve that end without
some system of universal military train-
ing. TUnder the conditions which exist
today, and the laws that we have, which
place this great discretion in the local
boards which are appointed by the Gov-
ernors of the several States, it is impos-
sible to avoid some inequities, but we are
moving as vigorously as we can to head
this body in that direction.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the
conferees on the Department of Defense
appropriation are to be congratulated
for arriving at a realistic per pupil
limitation of $490 for the overseas de-
pendent school system. This figure will
permit salaries to be paid to teachers as
provided by the amendment to the Over-
seas Teachers Pay and Personnel Prac-
tices Act enacted on April 14 of this
year. It will also make it possible to
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improve the instructional services and
supplies for the children in these schools.

I am confident that the overseas
teachers will demonstrate their apprecia-
tion of this appropriation by increased
dedication to the job at hand—that of
providing the children of U.S. servicemen
stationed overseas with an instructional
program in keeping with the national
ideal of quality education. While I still
believe it preferable that no per pupil
limitation be written into the law, I feel
sure that those responsible for admin-
istering the DOD overseas schools can
operate effectively and efficiently under
the limitation here provided in such a
way that the Congress will in the future
accept the recommendation for no per
pupil limitation.

On behalf of the overseas teachers and
of those Members of the Senate who sup-
ported my efforts earlier this session to
strike the per pupil limitation from the
Defense appropriations bill, I want to
thank the able conferees of the Senate
for their understanding and their states-
manship in achieving for the time being
the settlement of this issue, so that the
education of the military dependent chil-
dren may be improved.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate agree to
the conference report.

The report was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
action on certain amendments of the
Senate to House bill 15941, which was
read, as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 5 to the bill (HR. 15941) en-
titled “An Act making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other pur-
poses”, and concur therein with an amend-
ment, as follows: In lieu of the matter pro-
posed, insert: “Provided further, That—

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, until June 30, 1968, the President may
order to active duty any member of the
Ready Reserve of an armed force who—

“(1) is not assigned to, or participating
satisfactorily in, a unit in the Selected Re-
gerve, and

“(2) has not fulfilled his statutory reserve
obligation, and

“(3) has not served on active duty or ac-
tive duty for training for a total of twenty-
four months.

“(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law, until June 30, 1968, the Presi-
dent may order to active duty any member
of the Ready Reserve of an armed force who
had become a member of A reserve compo-
nent prior to July 1, 1966; and who

“(1) has not served on active duty or ac-
tive duty for training for a period of one
hundred and twenty days or more, and

“(2) has not fulfilled his statutory reserve
military obligation. :

“(e) A member ordered to active duty un-
der this section may be required to serve on
active duty until his total service on active
duty or active duty for training equals twen-
ty-four months. If the enlistment or pe-
riod of military service of a member of the
Ready Reserves ordered to active duty under
subsections (a) or (b) of this section would
expire before he has served the required pe-
riod of active duty prescribed herein, his
enlistment or period of milltary service may
be extended until that service on active
duty has been completed.

October 11, 1966

“(d) In order to achieve fair treatment as
between members in the Ready Reserve who
are being considered for active duty under
this section, appropriate consideration shall
be given to—

(1) family responsibilities; and

“(2) employment necessary to maintain
the national health, safety, or interest.

“(e) notwithstanding any other provision
of law, until June 30, 1968, the President
may, when he deems it necessary, order to
active duty any unit of the Ready Reserve
of an armed force for & period of not to
exceed twenty-four months.”

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 10, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum proposed by sald amendment, insert
$806,500,000".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 13, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: at the end
thereof, add the following: *, but this pro-
viso shall not apply to advance procurement
of equipment the total cost of which shall
not exceed $7,800,000".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 24, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
sum named in said amendment, insert 490",
and at the end thereof strike out the semi-
colon and insert the following: “, but in no
event at less than the rates of compensation
in effect on June 30, 1966";

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 27, and concur therein with
an amendment, as follows: Delete the fol-
lowing words "Committees on Appropriations
of the".

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate concur in
the amendments of the House to Senate
amendments Nos. 5, 10, 13, 24, and 27.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr, RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi-
dent, that concludes legislative action
on the Defense appropriation bill for
1967.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to thank the distinguished Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Russerr], and also
the ranking minority Member, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLTON-
sTALL], for their remarks in response to
the letter from the Montana lady who
teaches in a high school and who, I am
sure, will find our remarks interesting
and worth a good deal of discussion in
her class.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The issue
we have discussed is one which should
be discussed all over the United States,
because it deals with a very vital question
in our form of government; namely, the
equal responsibility of every person simi-
larly situated to defend the Nation in
time of national peril, or war.
toMr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-

T,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, for
the information of the Senate, the Sen-
ate will convene at 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning, as has already been agreed to,
in order to take up the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations bill, and also the
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conference report on the public works
appropriation bill, which will be available
early in the morning.

Following action on those two pieces
of legislation, it is the intention of the
joint leadership to lay down the foreign
investors tax bill, to be followed—not
necessarily in this order—by such items
as international education; the allied
health bill; the State, Justice, and Com-
merce appropriation bill—the last one
outstanding except for the supplemental
appropriation; and then the investment
tax credit bill and other items which will
have been reported today by the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare and

other committees.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
& gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 10 O'CLOCK A.M,

Mr., MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 10 o’clock a.m, to-
MOITOW.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
October 12, 1966, at 10 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate October 11, 1966: .
THE JUDICIARY

Bryan Simpson, of Florida, to be U.8. Cir-
cuit judge, Fifth Circuit, to fill a new position
created by Public Law 89-372, approved
March 18, 1966.

Charles R. Scott, of Florida, to be US.
district judge for the middle district of Flor-
ida to fill a new position created by Public
Law 89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

Fred J. Cassibry, of Louislana, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern district of
Louisiana to fill a new position created by
Public Law 89-372, approved March 18, 1966.

Donald Stuart Russell, of South Carolina,
to be U.S. district judge for the district of
South Carolina vice Charles C. Wyche, de-

ceased.

Robert D. Smith, Jr., of Arkansas, to be
U.8. attorney for the eastern district of
Arkansas for the term of 4 years. (Reap-
pointment.)

Charles M. Conway, of Arkansas, to be
U.S. attorney for the western distriet of
Arkansas for the term of 4 years. (Reap-
pointment.)

Edward A, Heslep, of California, to be U.8.
marshal for the northern district of Call-

fornia for the term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)

POSTMASTERS

| ALABAMA

Russell Arnold, Smiths, Ala., in place of
F. B. Malloy, retired.
CALIFORNTIA
Doris A, Esteban, Idria, Calif,, in place of
M. A. Barnard, retired.
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Richard M. Mollin, Murphys, Callf, in
place of E. M. Mitchler, retired.
INDIANA
Wendell J. Van Riper, Noblesville, Ind., in
place of Arthur Heiny, retired.
EANSAS
Morris D. Crouse, Albert, Eans., in place of
W. F. Folkerts, retired.
EENTUCKY
Robert G. Hill, Florence, Ky., in place of
R. C. Lutes, retired.
Wendel R. Bridges, Morning View, Ky, In
place of Elmer Schadler, retired.
LOUISIANA
Kirby Allen, Clarks, La., in place of L. L.
Jackson, retired,
MASSACHUSETTS
Rosemarie L. Dolan, Greenbush, Mass., in
place of C. M. Waite, retired.
Edward L. Perry, North Truro, Mass, in
place of F. W. Garran, resigned.
Richard E. Briggs, South Lee, Mass., in
place of N. D. Potter, resigned.
OHIO
Joseph L. Clark, Amlin, Ohlo, in place of
R. M. Patch, retired.
© TEXAS
George B. Yeager, Jr,, Bay City, Tex.,, in
place of 5. G. Selkirk, Jr., retired.
VIRGINIA
John H. Wayman, Ellmarnock, Va., in place
of R. G. Claybrook, retired.
IN THE COAST GUARD
The following-named officers to be perma-
nent commissioned officers of the Coast
Guard in the grade of lieutenant (junior
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Virgil F. Eelth, Jr.
Harry D. Nelson
Earl L. Reichelt
Richard A, Walsh
William B. Waft
John E. Lindak
Robert W. Burchell
Arthur E. Eatz
Harvey F. Orr
John R. Yetke, Jr.
Andrew F. Durkee, Jr.
Wayne K. Hodsden
Stephen T. Ulmer
David A. Young
James J. Lantry
Dan A. Nauman
Eent M. Ballantyne -
Philip R. North
Raymond H. Canada,
Jr. '
Charles B. Mosh
George H. Brown IIT
John W. Greason
Dennis J. Brady
Eurt L. Elste
Ray A. Heller
Robert G. Bates
Rudy K. Peschel
James F. Dewey
Robert E. Fenton
Michael J. Jacobs
William M. Baxley
Jerome P, Mullins
William A Caster
Arthur B. Shepard
Peter C. Busick
Ronald O. MacFee
William D. Bechtel
David T. Machamer
Daniel K. Shorey
Jeffery D. Hartman
Ernst M. Cummings
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James A. Murray, Jr.
Denis J. Bluett
Edward E. DeMuzzio
John D. Adams
Jan F. Smith
Michael Burdian
Michael P, Studley
Michael E. Greene
Charles E. Haas
Stephen J. Ratey, Jr.
James D. Boyce
Dana W. Starkweather
Roger W. Hassard
David L. Andrews
James F, McCahill, Jr.
Barham F. Thomson
oI
Murray J. Towle
Nicholas H. Allen
Richard J. Heym
Anthony R. Adams
William A, Monson
Roger L. Beving

_James C, Haldeman

Karl W. Mirmak
Forrest F. Furaus, Jr.
Norman J. Cross
James L. Mapel
Gerald D. Mills
Lyman B. Norton
Lynn M. Brown
Phillip J. Kies

‘Monette B. J. Ratcliff

Virgil J. O'Grady
Erwin F. Chase, Jr,
Dale W. Johnson
Charles L. Gomez
Jacob P. Aucoin, Sr.
Howard H. Lindsay
Thomas E. Brown
John P. DeLeonardis,
Jr.

grade) :

Dwight W. Shores

Cyrus E. Potts

Frederick W.
Cressman

Billy D. Lovern

John E. Streeper

Charles J. Miotke

Billy G.

Alfred T. Miles

Harold T. Sherman

Heloma L. Goforth

Gary R. Hall

David Corson

Edward G. O'Keefe

Robert Q. Shanks

James R. Walsh

Norman J. Cross
James L. Mapel
Gerald D. Mills
Lyman B. Norton
Lynn M. Brown
Phillip J. Kies
Monette B, J.
Ratcliff
Virgil J. O'Grady
Erwin F. Chase, Jr.
Dale W. Johnson
Charles L. Gomez
Jacob P, Aucoin, Sr.
Howard H. Lindsay
Thomas E. Brown

The following-named officers to be perma-
nent commissioned officers in the Coast
Guard in the grade of lleutenant:

Frank H. Carman
Harold J. Gellert

Mikel A. Cole
Norbert F. Toczko

The following officers of the Coast Guard
for promotion to the grade of lieutenant:

Dwight W. Shores
Ronald C. Zinzer
John K. Andrews
Stewart B. Morgan
Cyrus E. Potts
Frederick W.
Cressman
Billy D. Lovern
John E, Streeper
Charles J. Miotke
Billy G. Cunningham
Alfred T. Miles
Harold T. Sherman
Heloma L. Goforth
Gary R. Hall
David Corson
Edward G. O'Keefe
Robert Q. Shanks
James R. Walsh
Carl D. Bossard
Richard S. Bizar
Roger W. Bing
Joseph B. Coyle
George J. Thompson

Thomas P. McGann
Gerald F. Woolever
David R. Zwick
Nelson H. Eeeler, Jr.
James L. Webster
Harry T. Suzuki
Kevin T. Clancy
Robert A. Major
C. Richard Mockler
Warren D. Snider
Robert L. Vence, Jr.
Gill R. Goodman
Howard B. Gehring
Richard L. De Vries
Thomas D, Fisher
James W. Fry, Jr.
Ne}son W. Koscheskl,
Ir.
George J. Buffieben, Jr,
Robert P. Dickenson
Billy W. Richardson
Robert E. Leggett
David J. Connolly
Robert L. Kuhnle

IN THE ARMY
The following-named officers for promo-
tlon in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3284 and 3200:

To be majors

Abbott, Walter H., O68852.
Absher, Richard L., O66649.
Ackerman, Arthur H., 068413,
Ackerman, David G., O74618.
Adams, David G., O68853.
Adams, James E., 082131.
Adamson, George W., O68855.
Ades, Leroy P., 068414,
Agather, Frederic G., 0O68415.
Alkman, Jim B., OT9158.
Albert, George R., 097227,
Alch, Wayne F., O68417.
Aldrich, Herbert C., 085118,
Alexander, John V., 082132,
Alexander, Robert L., O68418.
Allan, James R., 071752,
Allebach, Victor L., O70130.
Allen, Leverne E., 076936,
Alter, Allen G., 079161,
Ambrose, Thomas J., 0717563,
Ames, William I., Jr., O68861.
Anderson, Benjamin, 070160.
Anderson, James C., O88863.
Anderson, Paul ¥., 075136.
Anderson, Thomas L., 082133.
Anderson, Thurman E., 089847,
Andrews, Wilson P., 072813.
Angel, Jack F., O68806.
Angstadt, John P., 068420.
Apuna, Samuel K., Jr., OB1368.
Arduna, Arthur A., 068422,
Arnaud, John F., Jr., O65645.
Arnhym, Rolfe G., 068423.
Artzberger, Ronald, 084692,
Asbelle, Charles T., 084940,
Ash, Philip L., Jr., O68868.
Atwood, Thomas W. W., O68872.
Auer, Charles H., 068873.
Austin, Eenneth S., O79168.
Ayers, Robert E., 068424,
Bacey, Algirdas 8., O717566.
Balley, David G., 079169,
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Bailey, Richard R., O81371.
Bailey, Rusian B., 068212,
Baird, Niven J., O80207.
Baker, John ¥., 075139.
Baker, Russell A., Jr., 068425.
Bal, Roscius Irving, O68807.
Ball, Charles F,, Jr., O81373.
Ball, Duard D., 068213.
Bambery, James R., 068420.
Bamford, Charles F., 076945,
Banks, Douglas T., O68877.
Bardwell, Lloyd R., 082137.
Barker, James M., O79174.
Barrett, Robert E., OGB884.
Bartlett, Fred O., Jr., O66686.
Barton, Jack L., OT6946.
Barton, Robert E., 068428,
Basic, Nick J., O72817.
Bastlan, Richard K., 094439,
Bauerband, Edward H., O8137TT.
Baughman, Larry J., 071442,
Bauman, William F., O68430.
Baynard, Richard A., OT1641.
Beall, George F., O68887.
Beams, Clare F'., III, OF101046.
Bean, Calvin R., 084800.
Beardsley, William, 068889.
Beasley, Linton C., O73284.
Beatty, Robert D,, O76947.
Becker, Hans V., Jr., 079181,
Beckwith, Charlie A., O76948.
Bell, Robert S., O73285.
Bell, Wiley W., O76950.
Bell, Willlam R., 068432,
Bellis, Willlam H., O81378.
Benedit, Edward B., OF100787.
Bente, James A., 082140.
Bentley, Ernest E,, 068893,
Berzinec, William E., 068894,
Beshens, Gerald J., 099791,
Bickmore, Jesse O., 068897,
Biggerstaff, Allan, O68436.
Billington, Norton, OF102817.
Birmingham, David ¥.,, O79187.
Bishop, Edward L. P., 068438.
Black, Willlam T., 0689004,
Blackledge, David W., O68905.
Blaker, John R., 099451.
Blalock, Charlle L., O72821.
Blanco, Silviano J., OF104379.
Blanton, Clay E., OT71447.
Blastos, Constantine J., O68439.
Blauvelt, Richard B., 068908.
Bleecker, James F., 068440,
Blottie, Donald L., O70131.
Blum, Robert W., O68441.
Bohlin, Harry J., O68909.
Boman, Jack D., 082143.
Bomberger, Richard, O71904.
Bookman, Edmund B., 066711.
Boone, Louis C. Jr., 068442,
Booz, Donald V., II, O96967.
Boring, Landin F., 068913.
Born, Eeith L., 068443,
Boucher, Leo P. Jr., 0O68914.
Bourgeols, Randolph, 089743,
Bourne, Harold O., 075148,
Bowen, James E,, IIT, 068444,
Bowers, James M,, 068219,
Bozxell, Robert A., 068445.
Boydston, Arland D., OF105631.
, Curtis R., O79194.
Boyle, Richard D., 068446.
Brain, Tom H., O68447.
Brake, John W., 066722.
Brannon, William W., O81388.
Brayton, Neal C., OF102822.
Breckenridge, Robert C., 068448.
Brewer, Curtls A., O68451.
Brewington, Charlle, 086727,
Brewster, Lawrence, 068917,
Bricker, James W., 068918.
Bridgman, Earl N., Jr., O67793.
s, Philip D., O66731.
Brinson, William B., 079200.
Britten, Gerald H., 068328,
Broadbent, Carl D., O66366.
Brons, Russell L., O70287.,
Brooker, Clarence B., 068221.
Brophy, Jeremiah J., O68454.
Brosious, George D., O68455.
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Brown, Arthur E,, Jr., O68456.
Brown, Bury G., Jr., 082149,
Brown, Donald 8., O68457.
Brown, Henry L., O77973.
Brown, Robert E., O71767.
Bruen, John D, 073522.
Brumley, Willlam B., O76967.
Bruns, Bernard W., O73296.
Bryan, Edward P., O73297.
Bryant, DeeWitt T., O76968.
Bryant, Joel W., O73208.
Buchanan, Elton E. O76969.
Buck, Horatlo 8., Jr., O69872.
Buck, Kent L., 068329.
Bukoski, James R., O76970.
Burdeau, Edward K., O68459.
Burdeshaw, William, 068460,
Burke, Robert J,, O87093.
Burkhardt, William, 068461,
Burns, Billie R., OF100572.
Burns, Sumner C., Jr,, O79207.
Busck, Albert A., O751569.
Butler, Don A., O72833.
Butler, Robert E., 068463.
Butterworth, James, O74655.
Buzzell, Kenneth E., O79209.
Byrne, Thomas D., 091174,
Byrnes, Vincent F., 068931.
Cahill, Philip J., 068792,
Cain, James W., 066594.
Callahan, Bernard L., O68934.
Campbell, James G., 068936,
Campbell, Willlam E, O71768.
Camper, Willlam C., 085306.
Canedy, Charles E., O88937.
Cannon, Glen B., 079212.
Cannon, Lee B., Jr,, 068223.
Cannon, Sammy J., 079213,
Canonico, John N., 068938.
Cantrell, Waniford, 068939.
Carlson, Dale L., O75161.
Carson, Howard E., 004840,
Carter, John B., 067994,
Carter, Robert A. 0684865.
Caruso, John P., 068945.
Casey, John P., Jr., O70079.
Cassella, Arthur C., 089925.
Cassidy, John J., 076074,
Cates, Arthur J,, O68467.
Cauthen, John R., 085135.
Ceglowski, John P., 068468,
Chabot, Don W., O73063.
Chaffin, Jimmie M., O68948.
Chafin, Leonard D., O68811.
Chamberlain, George, 079220.
Chamberlain, Willlam C., O70173.
Chandler, Victor E., O76975.
Chezem, Jimmie A., 091187,
Childress, Gerald, Q76977.
Ching, Harry L. F,, 068949,
Chomko, Gene N., 068813,
Christman, Danlel P,, 068472,
Churchill, Jack B., OT1770.
Churchill, Johnny J., 068334,
Cioffi, William G., O76979.
Cipriani, Lawrence, 068951,
Clapp, Max A., O76080.
Clardy, Lawrence L., 068181,
Clark, Allison P., O76981.
Clark, Warren L., 089484,
Clingempeel, Willlam D., O76984.
Coffey, Vernon C., Jr., O71463.
Coggins, Donald W., 079232,
Cole, Fred V., 091191,

Cole, William A., O68475.
Cole, Willlam L., O75164.
Coleman, Edward R., 076986.
Collins, Ashby F., 068959.
Colonna, Gary 8., O684786.
Colson, James B,, Jr., 068960,
Colvin, William R., 0684717,
Comiskey, Ralph E., 079235.
Compton, James M., 068336,
Conder, Raymond C., 068478,
Connell, Charles R., 068962.
Connolly, Thomas F., 073306.
Connolly, William J,, O68963.
Conover, Robert L., O76987.
Conway, Donald J., O74665.
Congzelman, Peter 8., 068479.
Cook, Ralph J., Jr., 079236,

Cooper, Hamilton A., O73308.
Cooper, John H,, 068480,
Corbett, Cleveland, O99065.
Corey, John D., O81401.
Cormier, Robert E,, 091195,
Coroneos, Paul P., O73309.
Coston, Charles D,, 073441,
Coughlin, Charles L., 069889,
Coursin, Raymond E,, 079237,
Cousland, Walter C., O68484.
Coye, Roger H., O76989.
Cragun, Dwight L., 079239.
Crampton, Theodore, 083825,
Creamer, Edmund J., O82161.
Creighton, Neal, O88486.
Crerar, J